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ABSTRACT 
 Teacher-student relationships are a critical component to every classroom.  Little 
is known about how department chairs support these relationships.  Department chairs 
provide a special and underrepresented perspective, as they are often still teachers with 
administrative knowledge and responsibilities.  This qualitative study investigated ten 
department chairs’ beliefs about the teacher-student relationship and their role in 
supporting this relationship.  Participants were from five content areas (science, social 
studies, English, special education, and career and technical education) in four public 
high school districts in Massachusetts and New York.  Data were collected through two 
sixty-minute semi-structured interviews and one day of “shadowing” with each 
department chair.  Analyses show that department chairs expect teachers to instruct from 
an ethic of care by enacting three relationship development behaviors: establishing 
relationship boundaries, knowing students as people and as learners, and building a safe 
and dependable environment.  These department chairs supported teachers’ relationship 
development with students primarily through modeling these same behaviors in their 
relationships with teachers.  Department chairs’ own experiences with developing 
relationships with students informed how they developed supervisory relationships with 
  vii 
teachers, and they claimed this positively influenced teacher practice.  However, when 
faced with resistant teachers and time constraints, department chairs’ ability to apply their 
expertise as caring and effective educators was severely limited, resulting in 
dysfunctional supervisory relationships and limited teacher growth.  Department chairs 
are in need of professional development targeted to their special situation, especially as it 
relates to their ability to influence the learning experiences of teachers and students. 
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction and Rationale 
 
Teaching is about building relationships—knowing your students, sharing ideas 
and all life events.  In a time of test-driven schools, the need for relationships is 
greater…Building relationships with students can be crucial to their academic, 
social, and emotional success.  (Freiberg & Lamb, 2009, p. 102) 
Today, schools and classrooms in the United States are more heterogeneous than 
any other time in its history.  This growing diversity requires teachers to find new ways 
“to connect with students who bring with them different experiences and ways of 
relating” (Newberry & Davis, 2008, p. 1983).  However, even though relationships define 
how school happens for both teachers and students, reform efforts continue to focus 
primarily on procedural and structural changes (Baker, 1999; Murray & Malmgren, 2005; 
Rodriguez, 2008; Pianta, 1999).  This is especially problematic for urban schools where 
studies have shown relationships play a crucial role in three key areas: students’ 
development—academic, social and emotional (Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Freiberg & 
Lamb, 2009; Gregory & Ripski, 2008; Murray & Malmgren, 2005; Pianta, 1999; 
Rodriguez, 2008); teachers’ expectations of students (Brophy & Good, 1974; Davis, 
2006; Meadows, 2007; Muller, Katz & Dance, 1999; Pomeroy, 1999; Riley, 2009); and 
quality of instruction (Donnell, 2008; Hollingsworth, Dybdahl, & Minarik, 1993; Webb 
& Blond, 1995).  This research study set out to challenge the current education reform 
movement to include a focus on supporting high-quality teacher-student relationships in 
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secondary schools.  
Recent public discourse on education reform presents the teacher as the key 
variable to student achievement.  However, in explanation of this claim, rarely does one 
hear the term “relationship.”  Bingham and Sidorkin (2004/2010) argue “that meaningful 
education is possible only when relations are carefully understood and developed” (p. 2).  
However, the education reform agenda remains narrowly focused on teacher and student 
content knowledge, an area much easier to quantify (Baker, 1999; Lyons, 1990; Murray 
& Malgren, 2005; Pianta, 1999; Rodriguez, 2008), even though many researchers argue 
teaching and learning is situated within the relationship between teachers and students 
(Donnell, 2007; Goldstein, 1999; Pianta, 1999; Tate, 2006; Tharp, Estrada, Dalton, & 
Yamauchi, 2000; Webb & Blonde, 1995).  Furthermore, it is proven that the quality of 
school relationships has a significant effect on students’ achievement (Baker, 1999; Ennis 
& McCauley; Davis, 2006; Murray & Malgren, 2005; Rodriguez, 2008).  For example, 
studies of African-American students have found those who develop trusting 
relationships with teachers are more likely to take academic risks than those who 
perceive their teachers as uncaring (Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Howard, 2001; Ladson-
Billings, 1994; Rodriguez, 2008).   
On the other side of the desk, quality relationships with students have encouraged 
teachers to change their pedagogy by allowing students to inform their practice (Donnell, 
2007; Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Murray & Malmgren, 2005; Webb & Blond, 1995), “to 
persist with challenging content, to re-teach units if necessary, and to work through 
conflict with students” (Davis, 2006, p. 194).  These studies make the point that teachers’ 
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knowledge of content and general pedagogy, while greatly important, is simply not 
enough to influence most students’ engagement and achievement, nor does it guarantee 
teachers’ instructional quality.  Teachers must also understand relationship development 
in order to find meaningful ways to relate to their students.  Their deliberate 
receptiveness of each student is critical to creating conditions that respect and nurture 
each student.  Bingham and Sidorkin (2004/2010) call this “relational pedagogy.”   The 
underlying assertion is that relational pedagogy begets effective teaching-learning 
experiences, which result in student academic and emotional growth.  In sum, high-
quality relationships with students will support teachers’ efforts to further the school’s 
academic agenda.  If education reform is to have a long-term effect, then it must address 
the quality of school relationships, especially between teachers and students.  Taking a 
closer look at the supervision of teachers is a significant way to learn how to support 
high-quality school relationships. 
Garubo and Rothstein (1998) argue in their book Supportive Supervision that a 
“basic problem facing supervisors, teachers and students in public schools today is not 
the effectiveness of new approaches, but the poor relations that exist between these three 
groups” (p. 4).  Some educational researchers argue that if “poor relations” exist, then the 
approaches themselves are not effective (Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Donnell, 2007; 
Murray & Malmgren, 2005; Reichert & Hawley, 2010; Webb & Blond, 1995).  Both 
arguments make the same point: relationships matter in schools, especially when it comes 
to effective supervising, teaching, and learning.  At the secondary level, the context of 
this study, developing productive and positive school relationships is a challenge due to 
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several factors, such as course scheduling, a high-stakes testing environment, cultural 
differences between teachers and students, and limited professional dialogue with 
colleagues and supervisors (Murray & Malmgren, 2005; Newberry & Davis, 2008).  This 
makes paying attention to improving the relational climate of secondary schools and 
classrooms essential to the success of the current education reform agenda.  An untapped 
and understudied resource pivotal to engendering this attention is the instructional 
supervisor of teachers, in particular, the work of the secondary school department chair.  
 
Statement of Problem 
Teachers and students make daily decisions about how they will interact and react 
to each other and to the teaching-learning situation (Muller et al., 1999; Newberry & 
Davis, 2008; Sidorkin, 2002).  Davis (2006) found that two internal presses exist, context 
of student and context of teacher, that influence these decisions to engage, avoid or 
disengage in the teacher-student relationship.  Therefore, as Rodriguez (2008) contends, 
we cannot assume because teachers and students are in a classroom together that quality 
relationships will occur.  This assumption persists because “teachers are given little 
instruction or support for the development of personal relationships with students” 
(Newberry, 2010, p. 1702).  Even so, such instruction and support can indeed be given; 
several education researchers have identified knowledge and skills useful in establishing, 
maintaining, and repairing relationships with students (Mawhinney & Sagan, 2007; 
Reichert & Hawley, 2010; Pianta, 1999).   
In studying change in the teacher-student relationship over a school year, 
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Newberry (2010) identified four non-linear phases in building and negotiating the 
relationship between teacher and student: appraisal, testing, agreement, and planning.  
Critical findings such as these should inform supervisors’ discussions with teachers about 
their relationships with students.  They can help facilitate a shared vision of that 
relationship (Pianta, 1999; Sidorkin, 2002).  A key responsibility of the supervisor, 
therefore, becomes not only gaining an awareness of her own beliefs about the teacher-
student relationship and her expectations of the teacher’s role in that relationship, but also 
supporting the teacher’s own awareness and potential re-visioning of her relationships 
with students.  This present study uncovered a deeper understanding of department 
chairs’ beliefs about teacher-student relationships and their role in supporting teachers’ 
beliefs about students, in particular about their own role in building and maintaining the 
relationships.   
The role of instructional supervision at the secondary school level often falls to 
the department chair, regardless of whether or not it is part of the job description 
(Callahan, 1971).  The department chair sits in a special position between administrators 
and teachers, placing him or her in a prime situation to influence instruction and the 
school’s relational climate through meaningful and deliberate work with teachers and 
students (Feeney, 2009; Horde & Murphy, 1985; Mayers & Zepeda, 2002; Marland, 
1971).  Figure 1 illustrates this point while highlighting the connections between the 
relationships central to this study: department chair-teacher and teacher-student.
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Figure 1: Diagram of Department Chairs’ Typical School Relationships.  The orange 
boxes highlight the central relationships of the position and of this study: department 
chair-teacher and teacher-student. 
The few studies conducted on department chairs’ roles have revealed the 
position’s responsibilities, like that of the teachers they supervise, as both academic and 
relational in nature (Horde & Murphy, 1985; Kruskamp, 2003; Wright, 2002).  The 
relational nature is important to understand because, whether purposeful or not, the 
department chair engages in relationships with teachers.  Similar to teaching, teacher 
supervision is situated within the supervisor-teacher relationship.  For example, the 
department chairs in Kruskamp’s (2003) study stated that building relationships with 
teachers was important to being an instructional supervisor.  These participants discussed 
actions they “took when purposefully building trust that would lead to facilitating 
instructional supervision” (Kruskamp, 2003, p. 148).  Wright (2002) argued that 
department chairs “first and foremost work closely with people rather than things” (p. 
44).  Her study, which focused on the lived experience of three New Zealand heads of 
Principal
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Administrators
Support Staff
Students
Colleagues
Parents
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department, illustrated how they “work within intense, complex and time-poor contexts 
in which relationships are central” (p. 120).  Both studies, which set out to address the 
lack of research on the department chair position, illustrate the relational nature of the 
position.  Unlike this study, they do not explore how this position supports the teacher-
student relationship.  In fact, no study to date has focused primarily on the department 
chair’s role in supporting teachers’ relationships with students.  Therefore, a gap exists, 
requiring a deeper exploration of this role.   
 
Research Questions 
 This study was designed to address the gap in three research areas: teacher-
student relationships, instructional supervision, and the role of the secondary department 
chair.  To accomplish this, I focused on secondary school department chairs’ perspectives 
of their supervisory work with teachers, especially as it related to the teacher-student 
relationship.  The following main questions guided this research: 
1. What do secondary school department chairs believe about teacher-student 
relationships? 
2. What do they feel is their role in supporting this relationship?  
3. What deters and what facilitates department chairs’ ability to support teachers in 
building and managing high-quality relationships with students?  
 
Definitions 
For the purpose of this study, the term teacher-student relationship is based on 
Pianta’s (1999) extensive research on the adult (teacher)-child relationship.  He has 
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created a comprehensive conceptual model of the processes that make up the relationship.  
He describes these critical relationships as 
multifaceted, complex systems involving two individuals. They involve features 
of the individuals, feedback mechanisms, and interactive behaviors.  In an adult-
child relationship there is an inherent asymmetry that places greater responsibility 
on the adult for the overall quality of the relationship and its influence on the 
child's development. (p. 79) 
In this study, the term instructional supervision is used to describe the prime 
responsibility of department chairs’ work with teachers—to ensure the effectiveness of 
the teaching-learning experience in classrooms.  This definition is based on Blumberg’s 
(1974) goals for supervision as “two interdependent categories: the improvement of 
instruction, and the enhancement of the personal and professional growth of teachers” (p. 
11).  
The term department chair-teacher relationship is used to express the interactive 
process of instructional supervision.  While it has similar features to the teacher-student 
relationship as described by Pianta (1999), the individuals in this relationship are mature 
adults with a shared goal—student development.  Nonetheless, because of the 
hierarchical nature of the school’s organizational structure, the department chair is 
typically perceived as superior to the teacher, even though the department chair may not 
have authority over the teacher.  The dynamics of this relationship are central to the ways 
in which the department chair enacts instructional supervision and how a teacher 
interprets and responds to the department chair’s efforts. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of the Literature 
 
Teacher-Student Relationships 
The teacher-student relationship is the central relationship in schools.  Ferreira 
and Bosworth (2001) argue, “Teachers represent the main connection between the 
students and school” (p. 25).  All other school relationships exist in order to support this 
relationship.  For these reasons, the teacher-student relationship bears closer inspection.   
Robert Pianta (1999), an expert on the adult-child relationship, argues instruction 
is situated within the context of relationships, making the relationship not only academic 
in nature but personal as well.  Philip Tate’s (2006) research on award-winning teachers 
reveals that quality teaching integrates both the academic and the personal.  In other 
words, there exists a “dual nature of responsibility in teaching” (p. 4) that is not an “either 
or” but a “both.”  The literature on teacher-student relationships reveals the importance of 
cultivating this mutuality of the personal and academic nature of teaching.     
The following literature review on the teacher-student relationship is separated 
into three categories: characteristics of quality relationships, effects of quality 
relationships, and influences on the quality of relationships.  
Characteristics of high-quality relationships.  Reichert and Hawley (2010) 
claim a quality relationship “begins in mutual recognition; each party must ‘take in’ the 
other” (p. 205).  Goldstein (1999), in her article about the relational dimension of 
Vygotsky’s zone of proximal development, identifies the relationship between teacher 
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and student as an “intersubjective encounter.”  Similarly, Tharp et al. (2000) describe it 
as a “shared subjectivity…present when people perceive things in the same way” (p. 59), 
accomplished through the joint activity of teachers and students.  The concepts of 
mutuality and inter-subjectivity are primary to quality relationships.  To determine how 
to engage in “mutual recognition” or what “shared subjectivity” looks like in practice, 
one needs to consider the actions of the actors involved. 
Because there is an inherent asymmetry in the teacher-student relationship, the 
teacher is primarily responsible for creating quality relationships (Noddings, 2005; 
Pianta, 1999).  Rodriguez (2008) argues, “Relationships are processes that occur, in part, 
as a function of the deliberate actions of educators” (p. 441).  In their study of effective 
teaching for disruptive and disengaged urban youth, Ennis and McCauley (2002) found 
teachers who developed explicit strategies that led students to trust them made a 
conscious effort to understand the reasons for students’ behavior.  Gregory and Ripski 
(2010) termed similar-acting teachers in their study, which examined teachers’ relational 
approach to discipline, as “relationship-oriented” (p. 346).  They found “teachers were 
intentional about building emotional connections with students” in hopes to “elicit 
cooperative behavior from their students and reduce conflict with them” (p. 346).  
Noddings (2003, 2005) argues for an ethic of care where the teacher responds genuinely 
to the initial feeling of “I must” help this student.  This requires the teacher to reflect 
upon how she decides to respond to this obligation to care for her students.  Without this 
reflection, Noddings claims, the teacher cannot be considered caring.    
While the following characteristics reflect the teacher’s role in the relationship, 
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the student must be viewed as having an active, not passive, role in the development of 
the relationship.  In fact, many researchers assert that students influence teachers in many 
ways (Davis, 2006; Hargreaves, 2000; Lortie, 1975; Schlecty & Atwood, 2001; Webb & 
Blond, 1995).  Noddings (2003, 2005) asserts that caring and receiving one’s caring are 
choices both actors make: “as recipients of care, they must respond to their teachers’ 
efforts” (p. 107); they have a “responsibility for communicating their needs to teachers” 
(p. 108).  This influence will be explored later.  
Trust.  Trust is the core of a high-quality relationship.  Trust is necessary for both 
teachers and students to engage academically and personally.  It is central to the joint 
activity of teachers and students (Raider-Roth, 2005b; Reichert & Hawley, 2010, Tharpe 
et al., 2000).  Ennis and McCauley (2002) argue: 
Developing trusting relationships between teachers and students in urban 
secondary schools everywhere is a challenging task that is essential to 
maintaining an effective learning environment.  Trust involves a fragile web of 
relationships nurtured through positive daily interactions. (p. 149) 
The teachers in Ennis and McCauley’s (2002) study “used strategies of second chances, 
positive interactions and student ownership to create a stable foundation of trust 
predicated on the development of four essential elements: shared expectations, 
persistence, commitment, and voice” (p. 166).  Similar features were found by Raider-
Roth (2005b) in her qualitative study of middle school students coming to trust what they 
know.  Her findings revealed the following four features of a “trustworthy teaching-
learning relationship”: teacher’s capacity to connect to students, genuine interest in 
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nurturing students’ own ideas, collaborative study, and an environment in which trust can 
prevail (p. 31).  These two studies were conducted in different contexts, urban and 
suburban, but they both illustrate the umbrella characteristic of trust, which Noddings 
(2005) claims is engendered by a teacher’s ethic of care.  
Personal engagement.  While Noddings (2005) argues “caring is a way of being in 
relation, not a set of specific behaviors” (p. 17), teachers who are perceived as caring by 
students and have proven capable of building trustworthy relationships with students 
seem to possess the following abilities 
 to be receptive to students’ perceptions of and responses to them, the classroom 
environment, and the curriculum/content (Reichert & Hawley, 2010; Pianta, 
1999);  
 to  read students’ signals or cues accurately (Hargreaves, 2000; Pianta, 1999; 
Romana, 2004/2010); 
 to listen openly to students (Donnell, 2007; Mawhinney & Sagan, 2007; 
Meadows, 2007; Pomeroy, 1999; Rodriguez, 2008; Webb & Blond, 1995); and 
 to recognize and to encourage students’ voices or points of view (Pomeroy, 1999; 
Rodriguez, 2008). 
Two additional characteristics often overlooked are teachers’ presence—their sharing of 
self so students see them as people—and the use of humor (Mawhinney & Sagan, 2007; 
Reichert & Hawley, 2010). 
Intellectual engagement.  Both Ennis and McCauley (2002) and Raider-Roth 
(2005a, 2005b) illustrate the critical connection between trust and learning, thus 
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supporting the idea that a high-quality relationship engages students both personally and 
intellectually.  Several other studies support this connection; teachers who successfully 
develop quality relationships with students have been found to   
 have realistic and high expectations of students’ potential to succeed (Muller, 
Katz, & Dance, 1999);  
 provide meaningful academic attention (Ferreira & Bosworth, 2001; Pomeroy, 
1999);  
 show relevancy of curriculum and flexibility in instruction to address students’ 
needs (Schussler, 2009; Goldstein, 1999; Ladson-Billings, 1994; Reichert & 
Hawley, 2010); and  
 be persistent; in other words, they possess an unwavering dedication to gain in 
depth knowledge of students and a conviction that students can and will learn 
(Muller et al., 1999; Schussler, 2009).  
Effects of high-quality relationships.  Donnell (2007) argues, “Learning is 
generated through the interdependence between the teacher and pupils” (pp. 232–233).  
Similarly, Goldstein (1999) illuminates this salient point by theorizing “the interaction 
between affect and cognition” (p. 669) when she states that 
the interrelational dimension is a shared affective space created by the adult and 
child in the ZPD[zone of proximal development].  The interrelational aspect of 
the teaching-learning relationship begins before any strategies can be chosen or 
developed.  The interrelational dimension facilitates entry into the zone of 
proximal development, continues during the pair’s experience in the zone, and 
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emerges after the learning experience in a transformed and deepened form. (p. 
651)  
The effects of high-quality relationships for both teachers and students can be profound.  
Teachers and students experience efficacy, motivation, confidence, and achievement as a 
result of these high-quality relationships.   
On teachers.  The primary aim of relationship development is for teachers to 
know students deep enough so they can make effective pedagogical decisions.  Noddings 
writes in her forward to No Education without Relation (Bingham & Sidorkin, 
2004/2010), “The recognition of relation, not a fixed ideal of teaching, steers the 
teacher’s choice of methods” (p. vii).  Hollingsworth et al. (1993), Webb and Blond 
(1995), Donnell (2007), and Ennis and McCauley (2002) found that teachers who learn 
about teaching with and from students are more likely to support student access to 
curriculum and improve student learning.  Another study conducted by Davis (2006) 
found teachers who invested “the time to develop supportive relationships with students 
‘paid off’ throughout the year by becoming a source of their own motivation” (p. 194).  
Newberry and Davis (2008) noted how the elementary teachers in their study were able to 
look past their difficulties with particular students when “pressed to develop a more 
personal relationship” (p. 1975).  Hargreaves (2000) also found secondary teachers 
experienced “positive emotion…from achieving breakthroughs with individuals” (p. 
819).  
On students.  Stipek (2006) states, “Urban students claim that when a teacher 
shows genuine concern for them, they feel that they owe the teacher something in return” 
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(p. 46).  Studies have found that high-quality relationships encourage students’ 
engagement and motivation (Baker, 1999; Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Reichert & Hawley, 
2010), achievement (Muller et al., 1999; Murray & Malmgren, 2005), self-concept 
improvement (Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Raider-Roth, 2005; Rodriguez, 2008), and 
cooperative behavior (Ennis & McCauley, 2002; Gregory & Ripski, 2008). 
Influences on relationships.  Muller et al. (1999) found “both teachers and 
students appear to calculate an expected payoff from investing in the relationship; 
however, they weigh different factors” (p. 301).  They also found that “the intersection of 
the student’s and the teacher’s educational expectations is important in shaping their 
relationship” (p. 322).  
Teachers’ beliefs, motivations, and social competencies.  Davis (2006) found 
“teachers’ beliefs about themselves and their expectations for their students not only 
affect their instruction but their interactions with students” (p.  210).  The following three 
broad categories of teachers’ internal influences are a synthesis of several research 
studies guided by Davis’ (2006) findings on the context of relationships:  
 expectations of students (Muller et al., 1999);  
 conception of relationships with particular students (Baker, 1999; Hargreaves, 
2000; Muller et al., 1999; Newberry & Davis, 2008);  
 professional identity (Aultman, Williams-Johnson, & Schutz, 2009; Riley, 2009); 
and  
 emotional knowledge (Hargreaves, 1998, 2000; McCaughtry, 2004; Zembylas, 
2007) 
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Hargreaves (1998) argues that emotion and emotional understanding influence 
and are influenced by relationships.  This point is reflected in relationship boundary 
dilemmas teachers discussed in Aultman et al.’s (2009) study.  They found that “this 
relationship conundrum teachers face weighs heavily on their perceived teacher identity 
and their path to building a beneficial relationship with their students" (p. 644) and 
suggest “how much a teacher becomes involved or withdraws is the extent to which 
teachers are able to maintain their existing teacher identity” (p. 644).  Riley (2009), who 
looked at the teacher-student relationship through the lens of adult attachment theory, 
suggests that a students’ attachment history plays a significant role in whether they are 
able to reciprocate care to the teacher.  Nonetheless, Noddings (2005) claims, “Even 
when the second party in a relation cannot assume the status of carer, there is a genuine 
form of reciprocity that is essential to the relation” (p. 17); thus, “Teachers not only have 
to create caring relations in which they are the carers, but that they also have a 
responsibility to help their students develop the capacity to care” (p. 18). 
Teachers’ visions of the teacher-student relationship, their academic and 
interpersonal expectations of students, and their abilities to regulate their emotions and 
handle difficult situations with students are among many factors that influence how 
teachers build and negotiate their relationships with students.  As stated earlier, the key 
characteristic of quality relationships is trust.  To build trust with students, teachers must 
understand students.  To understand students, Maxine Greene (1979) argues, teachers 
must understand themselves as always developing, especially when students challenge 
their personal and professional identity.  Several of these studies conclude that 
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professional development and administrative support in relationship development are 
essential to teachers’ effectiveness in building and maintaining meaningful teaching-
learning experiences (Aultman et al., 2009; Hargreaves, 2000; Newberry, 2010; 
Newberry & Davis, 2008; Pianta, 1999; Riley, 2009). 
Students’ beliefs, motivations, and social competencies.  Davis (2006) identified 
the following internal influences for students: beliefs about and perceptions of teachers 
(see also Daniels & Arapostathis, 2005; Muller et al., 1999; Reichert & Hawley, 2010; 
and Schussler, 2005), their academic motivation (see also Raider-Roth, 2005b), and their 
identity as a student.  In a study of youth expelled from school, Pomeroy (1999) found 
students responded “most positively to those teachers who they perceived as breaking out 
of a more distant teacher-student relationship model to establish a certain type of 
friendship with the students” (p. 471).  Other researchers argue that students’ relationship 
history with adults (teachers and parents) affects present and future relationships with 
teachers (Davis, 2006; Pianta, 1999; Riley, 2009).  Students, like their teachers, bring 
expectations of the other to the relationship.  Teachers’ awareness of their students’ 
expectations can support their attempts to engage students personally and intellectually.   
External factors.  Relationships between teachers and students are undoubtedly 
complex.  Newberry and Davis (2008) argue, “Relationships are an ever changing and 
evolving phenomena and a teacher’s opinion of a relationship with a specific student 
could be influenced by the interactions of the day” (p. 1968).  Reichert and Hawley 
(2010) suggest these interactions and “[t]he relational climate in classrooms to some 
extent will reflect the relational climate of the school” (p. 237).  School initiatives and 
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culture have an added effect on the teacher-student relationship (Aultman et al., 2009; 
Byrk & Schneider, 2002; Davis, 2006; Hargreaves, 2000; Pianta, 1999).  Muller et al. 
(1999) argue that teachers are pulled in various directions and are pressured to succeed in 
specific ways, often causing them to focus on students who respond positively to them 
and school.   
Several intervention studies have focused on improving the quality of the teacher-
student relationship (Meadows, 2007; Murray and Malmgren, 2005; Newberry & Davis, 
2008).  These studies provide ideas of ways to address the influences on school 
relationships.  In particular, the researchers used an inquiry-oriented approach to support 
teachers’ awareness of how they interact with students and the benefits of building 
personal, positive relationships with students.  For example, Newberry and Davis’ (2008) 
study was predicated on the idea that “teachers’ feelings of emotional closeness or 
distance to their students might affect their interpersonal and instructional decision-
making” (p. 1968).  They found that structured reflection enhanced their participants’ 
awareness of how some of their approaches to interacting with distant or challenging 
students were potentially marginalizing those students.  A notable result of the 
intervention was teachers’ increased ability to look past their difficulties with particular 
students when those same students pressed them for a personal relationship.  Newberry 
and Davis (2008) argue:  
Helping teachers to think about their guiding philosophy of relationships, to 
envision the way they want to interact in the face of conflict with a child, and to 
continually reflect on how their current behaviors align with the larger ethos 
  
19 
(Goldstein, 1999; Noddings, 1995) may serve them and their students better in the 
face of the inevitable challenges to connect with another. (p. 1983)  
Murray and Malmgren (2005) studied an intervention program in a high-poverty 
urban high school focused on helping disaffected African-American youth become 
engaged in school.  This program provided teachers with specific ways to build a positive 
relationship with students.  Teachers were asked to participate in creating this 
intervention, which the researchers found increased teacher buy-in and fidelity to the 
program.  They asked teachers to generate a list of ways to promote positive teacher-
student relationships, and then developed specific strategies based on these ideas.  One 
strategy, for example, was to ask teachers to identify positive attributes for the targeted 
students and to use this information to provide their students with praise.  At the end of 
the five-month intervention period, Murray and Malmgren (2005) found positive gains in 
students’ grade point averages.    
Meadows (2007) facilitated a professional development workshop centered on a 
text written by John Dewey and documented how a high school English teacher used 
open listening to improve his relationship with a disengaged student and in turn helped 
her achieve in his class.  Meadows (2007) terms the teacher’s experience as 
“transformative learning…learning that transforms a person’s understanding and a 
person’s life” (p. 118).  The English teacher’s experience with the professional 
development discussion became a model for him to use in his classroom, what Meadows 
(2007) calls “mirroring.”   Through the teacher’s efforts to understand his student, he was 
able to become what Noddings (1984/1997) calls “the one-caring”; he fully accepted his 
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student and her eventual reciprocity affirmed his efforts and reinvigorated his purpose for 
teaching.  He then reconsidered his perceptions of his other students.   
While these intervention studies provide positive effects of focusing on 
relationship development, the external demands on teachers too often direct attention 
away from understanding the importance of nurturing these relationships.  Nonetheless, 
instructional supervisors, such as department chairs, are in a prime position to support 
teachers’ relationships with students.  To facilitate teachers’ skills in managing 
relationships with students, the instructional supervisor will have to work against the 
current bureaucratic structure of school interactions by the way she chooses to interact 
and work with teachers.  In other words, to influence positively the relationships teachers 
have with students, instructional supervisors will need to engage teachers purposefully in 
a meaningful and productive relationship (Aultman, Williams-Johnson & Schutz., 2009; 
Blumberg, 1974; Reichert & Hawley, 2010).  There are key ideas in the instructional 
supervision literature that imply the importance and need for a relational approach to 
supervision. 
 
Instructional Supervision as a Collaborative Enterprise 
Instructional supervision.  Most definitions of instructional supervision focus on 
what Blumberg (1974) describes as “two interdependent categories” (p. 11): 
improvement of instruction, and the personal and professional growth of teachers (Berube 
& Dexter, 2006; Coldren & Spillane, 2007; Garubo & Rothstein, 1998; Poole, 1994; 
Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993; Smyth, 1984; Wanzare & de Costa, 2000).  In the area of 
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improving instruction, recent definitions emphasize increasing student achievement 
(Berube & Dexter, 2006; Coldren & Spillane, 2007; Marshall, 2005).  In the area of 
teacher development, several concepts are discussed in the literature: autonomy, 
empowerment, professional identity, motivation, relationships with students, and 
awareness of pedagogical impact on student learning (Garubo & Rothstein, 1999; Mosher 
& Purpel, 1972; Sergiovanni & Starrat, 1993; Smyth, 1984; Wanzare & da Costa, 2000).   
Blumberg (1974) uses the word “interdependent” to acknowledge the recursive 
process of supervision of both instruction and personal development.  In other words, 
instruction cannot be improved without the development of both teachers’ knowledge and 
teachers’ relationships.  The development of a teacher as instructor and as person has a 
critical impact on the learning of students. 
The instructional supervision literature focuses on different types of relationships 
between supervisors and teachers.  Historically, teachers have been objects of supervision 
practices, viewed as incapable of knowing what is good for themselves or their students 
(Garubo & Rothstein, 1998; Poole, 1994; Smyth, 1984; Snow-Gerono, 2008).  
“Instructional supervision has a long history as a method of social control in schools” 
(Smyth, 1984, p. 427).   This deficit view of teachers remains firmly rooted in the 
American school system, as illustrated by recent policies pushing use of standardized 
testing to evaluate effectiveness of teaching.  Nonetheless, the collaborative models of 
supervision counter this with a vision of a “democratization of supervision” (Poole, 1994, 
p. 284), reflecting the understanding that adult learning “is intrinsically motivated and 
socially influenced” (Ponticelli & Zepeda, 2004, p. 43).   For example, Sergiovanni and 
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Starratt (1993) argue for an intrinsic focus of supervision (‘what is rewarding gets done’) 
rather than an extrinsic focus (‘what gets rewarded gets done’) (p. 37) based on the 
concept of empowerment, a core element of collaborative supervision.  They argue that 
empowerment, the power to be and to do, is actualized only in relation to others.  Thus, 
supervisors, “by creating a trusting and supportive relationship with teachers, can enlarge 
the relational space which teachers need to be more fully themselves” (p. 59).   Poole 
(1994) describes supportive supervision as providing “teachers with a greater sense of 
power and control over their supervisory process” (p. 298).  The general argument is that 
adults have a psychological need to be self-directing as well as a need for a supportive 
environment when learning and applying new skills and when facing challenging 
situations in the classroom (Blumberg, 1974; Garubo & Rothstein, 1998; Oja, 1991).   
Relational nature of supervision.  In the literature on supervision, there is little 
explicit exploration of the connection between the supervisor-teacher and teacher-student 
relationships.  Even so, the literature on the relational nature of supervision can be found 
in three families of clinical supervision as identified by Pajak (2002): original clinical 
models (Mosher & Purpel, 1972), humanistic models (Blumberg, 1974), and 
developmental/reflective models (Garman, 1982, 1986; Glickman, 2002; Smyth, 1984).  
Additional supervision-related areas referencing the relational nature of supervision are 
supportive supervision (Poole, 1994; Garubo & Rothstein, 1998), moral supervision 
(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993), relational leadership (Regan & Brooks, 1995), relational 
teacher development (Kitchen, 2009) and adult learning theory (Ponticelli & Zepeda, 
2004; Oja, 1991).   
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In discussing the humanistic model of supervision, Blumberg (1974) suggests that 
“in trying to help the teacher, he [the supervisor] is really dealing with two sets of 
relationships—the first between the teacher and supervisor, the second between the 
teacher and the students” (p. 111).  Lieberman and Miller (1979) argued for replacing the 
traditional, deficit model of teacher development with more meaningful approaches that 
“think developmentally about the engagement of teachers with ideas the same way that a 
teacher would with his/her class” (p. 68).  If supervision is situated within the context of 
relationships, the supervisor can be seen as viewing the pedagogical situation through 
two lenses: as a supervisor in relation to the teacher and as a teacher in relation to her 
students.  The models of supervision that espouse collaboration pay attention to the 
interdependence of these two critical school relationships, particularly in matters 
regarding trust and communication.    
As in teacher-student relationships, trust is the core characteristic of relationships 
between supervisors and teachers (Byrk & Schneider, 2002; Kruskamp, 2003; Wanzare 
& da Costa, 2000; Zepeda, 2007; Zepeda and Kruskamp, 2007).  Garubo and Rothstein 
(1998) describe the effects of trust between supervisor and teacher on teacher 
development as it relates to relationships with students: “In trusting relationships teachers 
develop greater awareness and sensitivity to their own behavior and that of their 
students” (p. 96).  They also suggest that this trusting relationship provides the supervisor 
with knowledge about the teacher, which is necessary for the supervisor’s effectiveness 
in helping the teacher grow.  Teachers are more likely to share their negative emotions 
and experiences with supervisors whom they trust (Byrk & Schneider, 2002).  Zepeda 
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(2007) suggests, “Effective supervisors have a sense of empathy.  They strive to 
understand how teachers feel about the work they do” (p. 223).  It is important to their 
growth and their students’ growth that teachers can turn to their supervisor for empathy 
and emotional support (Hargreaves, 1998; Regan & Brooks, 1995).   
This opportunity for emotional support is typically unavailable in traditional, 
deficit models of supervision.  Creating the relational space for teachers to reflect and 
express themselves requires supervisors to leave “behind traditional role definitions” 
(Oberg, 1989, p. 62), to recast the roles of supervisor and teacher from doer and receiver 
to partners aiming at achieving a shared vision of professional growth.  Yusko (2004) in 
writing about caring communities as a tool for learner-centered supervision stated, 
“Switching the supervisor’s role from evaluator to coach opens up new possibilities for 
potential participants in supervision” (p. 55).  He stretches the idea of supervision to 
move beyond the typical dyad of supervisor and teacher to include other members of the 
school community.  He suggest that the responsibility of “learner-centered supervisors to 
listen to concerns, assist in goal setting, observe in classrooms and analyze teaching 
practice may be performed equally well by fellow teachers” (p. 56).   
In their synthesis of supervision literature, Berube and Dexter (2006) claim that 
supervision “is not about judging a teacher” (p. 16); instead, it is a collaborative effort 
between a supervisor and teacher to provide continuous and reciprocal feedback.  Gordon 
(2008) calls this “dialogic reflective inquiry” where “dialogue turns reflective inquiry 
into a collegial process and enhances both reflection and inquiry” (p. 6).  Genuine and 
honest dialogue supports the constant loop of meaningful feedback necessary for change 
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to occur within the teaching–learning experience and the supervisory-teaching experience 
(Berube & Dexter, 2006; Feeney, 2007; Gordon, 2008; Regan & Brooks, 1995; Wanzare 
& da Costa, 2000).   
The actions and effects of this collaborative work is best described by Tharp et al. 
(2000): “When working together and talking about the purposes and meanings of the 
activity, strategizing and problem solving together, these aspects of interaction influence 
each participant and foster emotional and cognitive commonality” (p. 59).  This 
“commonality” or shared experience between supervisor and teacher rejects the 
traditional, deficit model of supervision by shifting the focus from the supervisor to the 
teacher as knowledge generator (Garman, 1986; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993; Smyth, 
1984).  It also encourages teachers and supervisors to explore, define, and redefine their 
school relationships (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993).  Regan and Brooks (1995) clarify: 
“The collaborative method of interacting will not magically smooth out all interpersonal 
relationships, but it will lead to decisions that participants support, and it will contribute 
to the professional development of most” (p. 61).   
Collaborative models of supervision require supervisors to be attuned to the 
psychological and emotional work of teaching, especially in regard to the relationships 
between teachers and students.  Teaching is emotional work (Hargreaves, 2000).  Not 
only do teachers’ personal and professional identities affect teaching, but their 
interactions with students affect their personal and professional identities (Aultman et al., 
2009; Davis, 2006; Hargreaves, 2000; Lieberman & Miller, 1991; Lortie, 1975; Mosher 
& Purpel, 1972; Newberry & Davis, 2008; Noddings, 2005; Riley; 2009).  It is critical to 
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the effectiveness of teachers’ work with students that both teachers and supervisors 
maintain “a reflective approach to practice” (Garman, 1986, p.18), to become more aware 
of how identities as teacher and as supervisor and views of relationships affect teaching 
(Davis, 2006; Newberry & Davis, 2008) and supervising.  To be effective in engaging 
teachers in a collaborative model of supervision, supervisors must take a non-judgmental 
stance toward teachers (Berube & Dexter, 2006) and be open and flexible as teachers are 
individuals who vary in their needs and their receptiveness (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 
1993).  Also, supervisors must be willing to admit mistakes and accept their limitations 
(Blumberg, 1974; Garman, 1982; Mattaliano, 1979).  If the supervisory relationship is 
focused  on inquiry, reflection, and problem-solving, a continuous yet satisfying process 
that leads to inter-subjectivity (Tharp et al., 2000), then the integrity of each partner is 
respected and promoted (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993).  Alfred Schutz (as referenced in 
Greene, 1991) calls this “’the mutual tuning-in’ relationship, the experience of the ‘We’, 
which is at the foundation of all possible communication” (p.29). 
Effective communication requires supervisors have knowledge of curriculum, the 
ability to listen openly to teachers, and capacity to care about understanding the teacher 
(Arrendondo et al., 1995; Mosher & Purpel, 1972; Wanzare & da Costa, 2000).  
Supervisors inform teachers of how they are perceived and of their role in the supervisor-
teacher relationship by the way they listen to teachers (Garubo & Rothstein, 1998).  It is 
in listening to the teacher that the supervisor learns to speak with him or her (Freire, 
1998).  An ethic of care (Noddings, 1984/1997) is the basis for this act of genuine 
listening.  In this supervisor–teacher relationship, the supervisor becomes the “one-
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caring” and the teacher the “cared-for.”  The “one-caring receives the other …she starts 
from the position of respect or regard for the projects of the other” (Noddings, 
1984/1997, p.472).  An ethic of care drives the supervisor’s choice to engage teachers in a 
collaborative model of supporting teacher growth. 
Supervisor’s professional and personal development.  In his essay, “The Self-
Evolving Supervisor,” Valverde (1982) asserts, “Supervisors will not permit teachers to 
be independent learners if they themselves are denied that practice” (p. 89).  Oberg 
(1989) writes, “Anyone who wishes to facilitate others’ reflection must herself be 
reflective.  Instruction in reflection is by example” (p. 62).  Glickman (2002) argues, “All 
leaders should first understand themselves, their predominant ways of interacting, and 
their core beliefs about working with others” (p. 44), because a supervisor’s view of 
teaching and learning can defeat the purposes of supervision—to improve learning and to 
develop teachers personally and professionally (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993).   
Blumberg (1974) identifies four areas of data supervisors should gather to 
stimulate this self-awareness: interpersonal needs, reactions to people’s behavior, how 
one handles conflict, and competencies.  Situated more within practice, Valverde (1982) 
describes four learning activities that can support one’s growth as a leader: reflection 
(which incorporates Blumberg’s [1974] data stated above), exploration (of ideas ‘through 
reading, observing, and listening’ [p. 86]), stimulation (by interacting with other 
professionals), and experience (similar to the idea of action research).  These activities 
reflect Oja’s (1991) discussion of the four elements of adult professional growth: 
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practical application followed by reflection, peer supervision and advising (support 
network), more complex role taking, and a supportive environment (pp. 51–52).   
 
The Department Chair 
Roles and responsibilities.  Secondary schools in the United States and many 
other countries are departmental organizations; the department chair position is as 
common as the principal position (DeAngelis, 2013; Verchota, 1971; Zepeda & 
Kruskamp, 2007).  Unlike principals, however, the role of department chair has been 
studied minimally, especially in regard to supervision (Kruskamp, 2003; Mayers & 
Zepeda, 2002; Wettersten, 1992; Zepeda & Kruskamp, 2007) and its relational context 
(Wright, 2002).  Even with the increase in qualitative studies focused on this position, the 
daily experience of the department chair and her potential to influence the teaching-
learning experience in classrooms is not well understood.  This is partly due to the 
historical ambiguity of the position (Adduci, Woods-Houston & Webb, 1990; Kruskamp, 
2003; Peacock, 2014; Wettersten, 1992).  
With the expansion of secondary schools and the increasing numbers of students 
in those schools in the early twentieth century, principals’ increasing and changing 
responsibilities created “an administrative vacuum” (Callahan, 1971; Weaver & Gordon, 
1979).  The department chair became a “safety valve” (Sergiovanni, 1997, p. 37), taking 
over the managerial and administrative tasks of running a department (Mayers & Zepeda, 
2002).  Many principals conceded “leadership and decision-making power to the 
department heads” (Hord & Murphy, 1985, p. 39), meaning in large part that department 
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chairs were expected to act as instructional supervisors.   
This transfer of responsibility is not necessarily a negative action.  Anderson 
(1986) found that teachers often do not view principals as instructional leaders.  Pellicer 
and Stevenson (1983) found teachers want instructional support from someone who 
knows them and the realities of their classroom, like a department chair.  This is 
confirmed by Poole’s (1994) conclusion that “teachers generally did not consider 
administrators to be primary resources about instructional matters” (p. 289).   
Even so, other studies have identified organizational constraints that limit 
department chairs from fulfilling this much-needed role (DeAngelis, 2013; Zepeda & 
Kruskamp, 2007).  The constraints discussed are often out of the department chair’s 
control: lack of time due to teaching load, school schedule (Callahan, 1971; Hord & 
Murphy, 1985; Zepeda & Kruskamp, 2007), number of staff to supervise, geography of 
the school, lack of authority (Hord & Murphy, 1985), and lack of individualized attention 
due to high-stakes testing (Zepeda & Kruskamp, 2007).  Aducci’s (1990) study of 56 
department chairs revealed role strain because they did “not have a clear sense of where 
they should be placing their time and energy….Department chairs expressed frustration 
with the need to satisfy responsibilities falling in the realm of both functions 
[curriculum/instruction and administrative responsibilities]” (p. 18).  Exacerbating this 
role strain is the lack of training in supervision, which has left many department chairs 
unprepared to manage the complexity and demands of the position (Aducci, 1990; 
Callahan, 1971; Deroche, Kujawa, & Hunsaker, 1988; Horde & Murphy, 1985; Pellicer 
& Stevenson, 1983; Valverde, 1982; Weaver & Gordon, 1979; Weller, 2001).   
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The department chair, positioned in between the principal and teachers (Weller, 
2001), often acts as a “boundary spanner,” forging necessary “connections between 
administrators and classroom instruction” (Coldren & Spillane, 2007, p. 370).  This is 
especially important in the high-stakes context of secondary schools where principals are 
expected to be instructional leaders even though their position in the hierarchy and the 
expectations of the role distances them from the daily work of teachers.  This distance 
likely contributes to teachers’ resistance toward their principal, which Hord and Murray 
(1985) state is absent from the teacher-department chair relationship.  Second, because 
the department chair has easier access to teachers and classrooms than the principal, she 
or he is better able to have meaningful, immediate pedagogical discussions with teachers 
(Wettersten, 1992).  This provides an opportunity for the department chair to facilitate the 
connections between teachers and students.  Third, because they are teachers as well, 
department chairs usually have credibility among their teaching colleagues (Callahan, 
1971; Mayers & Zepeda, 2002, Wettersten, 1992).  All of these points imply that 
department chairs work closely with teachers.  However, it cannot be assumed that 
because department chairs are positioned closer to teachers that productive relationships 
exist.  In fact, because of inconsistent and conflicting perceptions and expectations of the 
department chair role, as well as positional constraints (Blumberg, 1974; Callahan, 1971; 
Hord & Murphy, 1985; Weller, 2001; Zepeda & Kruskamp, 2007), the department chair’s 
ability to develop quality relationships with teachers is often a challenge (Wright, 2002).   
Relational nature of the department chair position.  Most of the research on 
department chairs has focused on identifying the roles and responsibilities of the position.  
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Because this study investigates the department chair’s perspective of the teacher-student 
relationship and his or her role in supporting this relationship, it is important to hone in 
on the relational nature of the department chair’s responsibilities.  Verchota (1971) 
identified forty-two functions of the department chair role.  Most were managerial tasks, 
but two reflected responsibilities with a relational nature: “solving professional problems 
of teachers” and “mediating student-teacher-parent problems” (p. 131).  Similarly, 
Weaver and Gordon (1979) surveyed sixty-six department chairs to find the areas of 
human relations, educational planning, and staff management as the most important to the 
job, but also areas where the participants felt the least competent.  Within these 
categories, there were three tasks—team building, resolving conflict, and building a 
healthy climate—that suggest department chairs’ role in facilitating relationships between 
them and teachers, teachers and teachers, teachers and students, and teachers and parents.  
Hord and Murphy (1985) also identified five categories of the position’s functions.  One 
of the five categories focused specifically on the relational nature of the position: “fosters 
cooperative relationships.”  Within this category, there were two key relational 
responsibilities listed that supported Verchota’s (1971) and Weaver and Gordon’s (1979) 
findings: “support the relationships of colleagues, students, and parents” and “helping to 
foster a cohesive and cooperative pattern of interpersonal relationships within the 
department” (Hord & Murphy, 1985, p. 47).  Another category focused on the academic 
nature of the position, “assists teachers in improvement of their instructional 
performance,” within which one task had an obvious relational function: “establishing 
[teachers’] positive relationships with students” (Hord & Murphy 1985, p. 46).  While 
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these studies did not explore the implications of these relational responsibilities, Hord 
and Murphy (1985) did conclude that the department chair’s view of the professional role 
does affect his or her relationship with teachers.   
Research within the past two decades has begun to look closer at the lived 
experiences of department chairs and begins to provide a clearer view of the relational 
nature of the position.  Wettersten’s (1992) study of four department chairs found their 
success was partly due to the trust and credibility provided by the teachers, their ability to 
support collegiality, and their capacity to bridge administration and teachers “by 
perceiving the visions and needs of both…and by communicating and interpreting 
information between both groups” (p. 71).  Schmidt’s (2000) study focused on the 
emotional experiences of department chairs.  He found department chairs’ “emotions are 
inextricably bound up with their interactions with (1) purposes (that are often unclear or 
not always their own), (2) power (that leads to feelings of powerlessness and loss of 
status), and (3) their relationships with others around them (which may be negative due to 
lack of emotional understanding)” (p. 830).  Kruskamp (2002) conducted a case study of 
three department chairs’ views of instructional supervision.  He found role conflict, role 
ambiguity, and time constraints as barriers to department chairs’ success.  However, even 
given these limitations, the participants perceived themselves as instructional supervisors 
and who acted in deliberate ways to support teachers’ growth and student learning.  
Kruskamp (2002) states, “All reported that building an environment of trust with their 
teachers was essential for instructional supervision to be successful” (p. 143).  Upon 
further analysis, Kruskamp (2002) identified the importance of several “trust building 
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practices” (p. 148): treating teachers as equals, listening to and valuing opinions, 
knowing what motivates teachers, and being supportive and caring (pp. 148–149).  
Wright (2002) studied three New Zealand English department chairs in order to make 
their lived experiences visible to others.  She found two major gaps in the literature: 
school context and relationships.  She also found that lack of time was a main factor in 
the department chair’s ability to fulfill both the academic and relational responsibilities of 
the position.  Wright (2002) found relationships to be “a central aspect of their 
professional lives as they struggled to maintain them in the face of little flexible time” (p. 
130).  In regard to students, Wright (2002) found department chairs cared deeply for their 
students and felt satisfaction when having a positive effect on them; this often was a main 
reason for remaining in the position.   
Relationships with teachers and students play a significant role in how the 
department chair fulfills his or her responsibilities as a teacher, department leader and 
teacher supervisor.  It is, therefore, worthwhile to explore the department chair’s 
perception of his or her role in supporting the relationships between teachers and 
students, the most significant school relationship.  To explore this effectively, it becomes 
necessary to understand the department chairs’ beliefs about teacher-student relationships 
and their perceptions of their ability to see their beliefs realized in their work with 
teachers.  
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Chapter 3 
Research Design 
 
As presented in the previous chapter, many researchers argue that teaching, 
learning, and leading are situated within relationships and influenced by the context in 
which they develop.  Education is a social process; who we are influences how we teach 
and how we lead.  Blumberg (1974) suggests, “The social system of interaction between 
a supervisor and teacher, and between a teacher and his class are related” (p. 120).  Thus, 
understanding this relation between supervisor-teacher and teacher-student as it relates to 
teacher-student relationship development was an aim of this study. 
The following questions guided this study: 
1. What do secondary school department chairs believe about teacher-student 
relationships? 
2. What do they feel is their responsibility in supporting this relationship?  
3. What deters and what facilitates department chairs’ ability to support teachers in 
building and managing high-quality relationships with students?  
 
Methodology 
Qualitative research aims to understand how individuals construct their realties 
and how they make meaning of their experiences (Glesne, 1999; Maxwell, 1996; 
Merriam, 2009).  It looks at the world through an interpretive lens, “which portrays a 
world in which reality is socially constructed, complex, and ever changing” (Glesne, 
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1999, p. 5).  Because of the focus on perspective and processes of relationship 
development, this lens was particularly appropriate for this study.   
Unlike quantitative research that focuses on control and prediction, qualitative 
research allows the researcher to uncover the processes that leads to an outcome 
(Maxwell, 1996).  Uncovering connections between department chairs’ views of their 
relationships with students and their supervisory behaviors could only be accomplished 
through qualitative design.   
After review of three research areas—teacher-student relationships, supervision of 
teachers, and secondary school department chairs—it became evident that the 
supervisor’s perspective on teacher-student relationship development was relevant, yet 
missing.  Again, qualitative research was useful for providing a forum for missing or 
underrepresented voices to be heard and better understood.  This study afforded the 
participants the chance to share their experiences and contribute to researchers’ 
understandings of relationship development between teachers and students and how 
department chairs influence it.  An added benefit to asking department chairs to share 
their perspectives and experiences was the potential effect on building a trusting research 
relationship (Brown & Gilligan, 1992; Glesne, 1999; Maxwell, 1996).  From my 
experience as a department chair and listening to my department chair colleagues, I 
would say that we often felt undervalued.  When one of our administrators took the time 
to listen, we felt respected.  Listening helped to build trust in our relationship with that 
administrator.  As the researcher, I knew it was important to the success of this study that 
department chairs trusted me, so asking them to talk about their practice was one way I 
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approached establishing this trust.  
Because of the personal nature of the participants’ professional experiences and 
the political contexts in which they work, the researcher-participant relationship was a 
critical component to the structure and success of this study.  I knew it was important to 
define ahead of time the relationship I needed with participants and the processes by 
which I would establish this relationship.  Maxwell (1996) describes the qualitative 
researcher’s role as “the instrument of the research, and the research relationship is the 
means by which the research gets done” (p. 66).  Furthermore, the relationship the 
research and participants affects all aspects of the study—design, choice of participants, 
ways of collecting information, and data analysis (Maxwell, 1996).   
For this study, participants needed to feel safe sharing with me their uncensored 
views and feelings about their work (Glesne, 1999).  I knew talking about relationships 
and the efficacy of one’s work could trigger feelings of vulnerability and insecurity 
(Hargreaves, 2000).  Therefore, I chose to take what Patton (2002) describes as an 
“empathic neutral” stance in the research relationship.  He states: “Empathy describes a 
stance toward the people one encounters—it communicates understanding, interest, and 
caring.  Neutrality suggests a stance toward their thoughts, emotions, and behaviors—it 
means being nonjudgemental” (p. 53).  In other words, it is critical that the researcher 
demonstrate interest and care without judgment or critique.  Therefore, to develop trust, 
in addition to asking department chairs to share their perspectives, I undertook active 
listening and responding without judgment through my verbal and non-verbal language.  
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I determined these techniques were successful by the fact that participants shared 
negative experiences and emotions about their position, their teachers, and their efficacy.    
 
Setting and Participant Selection 
This study used both criterion sampling and network sampling (Glesne, 1999; 
Patton, 2002).  The criteria for selecting school districts were their urban context and a 
high school with department chairs.  I chose five urban high schools in Massachusetts 
and New York based on either proximity to my home or a personal connection, which 
aided my access to the school.  I then sent either the Superintendent or Principal a letter 
explaining the study and requesting volunteers (see Appendix A).  I received 
confirmation from four school districts, but only three followed through with their 
agreement by providing me with department chairs’ contact information.  I reached out to 
all of the department chairs via e-mail to introduce myself, share the informed consent, 
and to set up interviews (see Appendix B).  Nine department chairs agreed to participate.  
With the goal of finding an additional participant, I opened up the search to two suburban 
schools.  One followed through and I was able to gain an additional participant.  This 
brought my study to ten participants.  
The criterion for participating in this study was holding the department chair 
position for at least a year.  Being open to the number of years in the position allowed for 
easier selection of participants.  Due to the voluntary nature of participation and the 
heavy workload of this position, it was difficult to find participants who would commit to 
two 60-minute interviews and a possible one-day work shadow.  Nonetheless, the small 
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sample size of ten participants still provided information-rich cases to study department 
chairs’ perspectives with depth.  
Table 1 displays the background information of the participants’ experience as 
teachers and department chairs.  It is important to note that all participants held the 
responsibility of formally evaluating their teachers.  This is relevant because it is not 
always the responsibility of department chairs.  The department chairs were teachers as 
well as administrators.  Because this dual role can play into how the teacher and 
department chair perceive and interact with each other, it became an important criterion 
to keep in mind during data analysis.  Also, the number of years department chairs taught 
prior to becoming a department chair varied greatly (between 5 and 20 years).  
 
 
Data Collection 
Merrian (2009) writes that “interviewing is necessary when we cannot observe 
behavior, feelings, or how people interpret the world around them” (p. 88).  Since I was 
interested in department chairs’ beliefs about the teacher-student relationship and how 
they try to support teachers’ relationship development skills, interviewing was the best 
method of data collection.  Each participant engaged in two 60-minute interviews.  An 
interview guide with semi-structured questions was designed to allow participant voices 
to emerge naturally as well as to ensure consistency of topics among all participants (see 
Appendix C) (Brown & Gilligan, 1992; Merriam, 2009; Patton, 2002; Raider-Roth, 
2005a).   
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Table 1 
 
Participants’ School Context and Career Information   
 
Participant 
Pseudonym 
Subject Type of 
school 
Years in 
position 
Years 
teaching 
Number 
of staff 
Teaching 
load 
Patty 
Career & 
Tech Ed 
Urban 11 33 24 
Recurring 2 
week seminar 
Carl English Urban 6 18 11 3 classes 
Nancy English Suburban 5 23 16 1 class 
Laura Foreign Lang. Urban 5 11 11 3 classes 
Beth Foreign Lang. Urban 4 12 11 3 classes 
Tom Science Urban 3 11 11 3 classes 
Sara Science Urban 5 15 11 3 classes 
Jen Science Urban 6 38 32 1 class 
Karen Social Studies Urban 9 18 32 1 class 
Dawn Special Ed. Urban 7 15 64 No class 
 
Merriam (2009) also writes, “The way in which questions are worded is a crucial 
consideration in extracting the type of information desired” (p. 95).  The interview guide 
went through several iterations, reviewed by my dissertation committee and a department 
chair not involved in the study.  I drafted questions that would be easily understood by 
participants without leading them to particular responses.  The interviews employed the 
following types of questions: experience and behavior questions, opinion and values 
questions, knowledge questions, and feeling questions (Patton, 2002).    
I contacted the participants after Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was 
granted in May, 2012.  Written consent was obtained before the start of the first 
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interview.  All interviews were conducted by me from June, 2012, through January, 2013. 
The interviews were conducted at a convenient location for department chairs, most often 
in their offices at their school.  Other times, I met participants at a coffee shop, at a home, 
and over the phone.  
Prior to each interview, participants received the interview questions via e-mail 
for two reasons.  First, I hoped this would provide participants with the opportunity to 
recall experiences they might be less likely to share or remember when asked on the spot.  
Second, I hoped in being transparent with the study I was strengthening the participants’ 
trust in me.     
A purpose of the first interview was to develop rapport with the department chair.  
I used demographic questions to ease the participants into the interview as well as to 
collect information about the school context.  As they shared what led them to the 
position and the structure of their position, I shared briefly about my own experience as a 
department chair to show empathy and build trust.  The purpose of the second interview 
was to revisit certain experiences shared in the first interview in order to gain a deeper 
understanding and to build upon their initial responses as it relates to the topic of teacher-
student relationships.  The order in which questions were asked depended on how the 
department chair responded, and follow-up questions were crafted in the moment to 
support participants’ deeper reflection of their experience.  The time in between each 
interview varied based on department chairs’ schedules.  On average, there were a few 
months in between each interview.  This time proved useful as it allowed for initial 
coding and reflection on the first interviews, member checking, and crafting of follow-up 
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questions for the second interview.   
Within 24 hours of each interview, I wrote analytic memos about the experience.  
These notes included my initial thoughts about the interview process and the participant’s 
experience, observations about conversations with the participant before and after the 
interview, and ideas about any follow-up questions to ask the participant at a later date. 
The interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim within a few weeks of 
each interview.  Three of the interviews were transcribed by the researcher, and the rest 
were transcribed by a professional transcription service. These were checked for 
accuracy.  
In addition to interviewing, participant observations were conducted for four 
participants before their second interview.  Patton (2002) writes an advantage of this type 
of observation is to take advantage of “the opportunity to move beyond the selective 
perceptions of others” (p. 264).  The goal of shadowing these participants was to see if 
firsthand interactions between teachers could provide further insight into their 
perspectives.  These four observations did not reveal significant data beyond the 
interviews because department chairs’ interactions with teachers were sporadic and 
context driven.  However, it did reveal the unpredictability of the department chair’s 
daily life.  In retrospect, spending a week with each participant could have provided a 
better opportunity to witness participants’ interactions with their teachers, such as in an 
evaluative feedback conversation, and their reactions to relationship related situations, 
such as a challenge with a particular student.  Time, for both me and for the department 
chairs, was a factor that prevented a longer observation period.  
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Data Analysis 
 Data generated from each interview followed a two-cycle coding method 
(Saldana, 2009).  During the first coding cycle, I engaged in initial coding, which 
required “breaking down qualitative data into discrete parts, closely examining them, and 
comparing them for similarities and differences” (Saldana, 2009, p. 81).  I engaged in this 
cycle of coding with the understanding that these codes were tentative and would likely 
be revised as the analysis progressed.  After each interview was transcribed, I did an 
initial read-through and made marginal notes.  These notes varied from possible codes to 
follow-up questions to connections to other participant’s transcripts.  
 After the first interviews were initially coded, I engaged in the second cycle of 
pattern coding with the goal of identifying categories.  Saldana (2009) states the purpose 
of this second cycle is to develop “the ‘meta-code’—the category label that identifies 
similarly coded data.  Pattern codes not only organize the corpus but attempt to attribute 
meaning to that organization” (p. 150).  This was accomplished by creating charts for 
each participant with categories and related quotations (see Appendix D).  The categories 
were generated from noting patterns within the transcript and sometimes across 
participants.  After the second interviews were transcribed, I went through a similar 
initial coding process.   
As I completed the initial coding of both transcripts, I noted data that did not 
address the research questions.  Merriam (2009) states, “The overall process of data 
analysis begins by identifying segments in your data set that are responsive to your 
research questions” (p. 176).  In an effort to manage the data effectively, I extracted 
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extraneous data and recoded all the transcripts. This allowed me to hone in on the data 
and check for accuracy of my initial codes.  As I analyzed the data, I continually went 
back to the original transcripts to ensure I did not overlook or misattribute a piece of data.   
I then took both transcripts for each participant and created a new chart where I 
bucketed the coded data based on the research questions with the goal of flushing out 
tentative categories (see Appendix E).  This step provided a fuller picture of each 
participant and allowed me to further mine the data through another cycle of pattern 
coding across the participants.  This process of pattern coding went through several 
iterations as I reorganized and reanalyzed the data to identify categories (Merriam, 2009; 
Saldana, 2009).  For example, once I felt confident with a category, I returned to the 
associated codes to pull direct quotations from all transcripts related to the category, such 
as characteristics of teacher-student relationship (See Appendix F).  The purpose was to 
double check for accuracy and significance of the category.  This led to further revisions 
of the categories and some initial themes.  Once I felt confident with all of the categories, 
I was able to identify themes.  Throughout this process, I wrote memos about the 
categories, the themes reflected by the categories, and potential findings.  At times I 
would leave the data for several weeks with the goal of returning with a fresher 
perspective (See Appendix G).  Additionally, I continued to stay abreast of the current 
literature to further support my analysis and to show my categories and themes to my 
advisors.  After a year of analysis, I felt satisfied that the themes and categories generated 
significant findings and would add to the literature.  Time limitations also contributed to 
the ending of the analysis process.   
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Validity 
Maxwell (1996) defines validity as “the correctness or credibility of a description, 
conclusion, explanation, interpretation, or other sort of account” (p. 87).  Analytic memos 
were written throughout the study to support the analysis process and to create an audit 
trail of my methodological process.  Memo writing also helped me make my biases more 
transparent.  Glesne (1999) writes that “part of being attuned to your subjective lenses is 
being attuned to your emotions…Instead of trying to suppress your feelings, you use 
them to inquire into your perspectives and interpretations and to shape new questions 
through re-examining your assumptions” (p. 105).  For example, I identified when I felt 
in strong agreement or disagreement with how a participant handled a situation with a 
teacher.  I found as I wrote this out, it allowed me to question whether my interpretation 
was truly about the department chair’s experience rather than an association with the 
teacher or reflection of my own experience as a former department chair.  After many 
reviews of the transcripts, I found that I became less attached to the situation and was 
able to view the experiences of the participants more objectively.   
To make sure my interpretations were valid, I periodically reviewed parts of every 
participant’s transcripts related to a category or theme to confirm or reject my 
interpretation.  Also, department chairs were provided a copy of their transcribed 
interviews to check for accuracy of their experiences, and to retract or add information.  
Lastly, the time between the first and second interviews, which spanned from the end of a 
school year and into the next school year, aided my effort to triangulate the data.  
Because of the context-driven nature of the position, interviewing department chairs at 
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different times of the year provided a fuller picture of their perspectives.  For example, 
the end of the school year is less stressful and is often spent reflecting on the year while 
the beginning of the school year is often stressful and focused on leading the department 
to meet the year’s expectations.  The second interview allowed for accuracy checks by 
asking a clarifying question, mirroring back an experience, and asking a different 
question to see if similar responses were shared. 
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Chapter 4 
Findings 
 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate secondary school department chairs’ 
perspectives on the teacher-student relationship and their role in supporting this 
relationship.  Important to the results of this study is that these participants fulfilled a role 
as the evaluator of the teachers in their respective departments; this is not the case for all 
department chair positions.  
 The results are presented as they relate to three themes: department chairs’ 
expectations of teachers as caring educators, department chairs as modeling caring 
relationship development, and sources of stress in influencing relationships.  These 
themes emerged from the data and were revised over time with the support of my 
advisors.  The sub-topics either emerged from their recurrence in the literature or are my 
own creation.  In this chapter, each theme is described and illustrated with direct quotes 
from the participants’ interview transcripts.  When the first quote of a participant is used, 
the participant’s name (pseudonym) and content area are identified.  For subsequent 
quotes from the same participant, only the name is identified. 
 
Theme 1: Department Chairs’ Expectations of Teachers as Caring Educators  
 Throughout the interviews, department chairs talked about their positive, caring 
relationships with students in their own work as classroom teachers, described model 
teachers in their departments as those who were intentional in knowing their students, and 
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shared their discomfort with observing low quality interactions between a teacher and a 
student.  These experiences, along with their definitions of the term “teacher-student 
relationship,” uncovered an expectation of teachers as caring educators.  The following 
two categories reveal the significance of teachers’ relationships with students.  The third 
category reveals department chairs’ descriptions of how teachers should foster caring 
pedagogical relationships with students. 
Influencing students’ learning behaviors.  “It’s hard to learn without the 
relationship,” stated Nancy, an English department chair.  When department chairs 
discussed the effect they believed caring relationships have on students’ ability to learn, 
they described a connection between teachers’ caring or uncaring actions and attitudes on 
the one hand and students’ emotional responses on the other.  In other words, department 
chairs described an emotional understanding of students.  For example, Jen (science) 
stated, “If you don’t treat them [students] with respect, you’re going to bring out the 
worst in them.”  Beth (foreign language) echoed a similar point and related it to teachers’ 
ability to motivate students: “I think each student is an individual…and they need to be 
treated and respected as who they are first, and then you can motivate them from there.”  
She went on to describe how her caring relationship with students diminished conflict: 
“Even if there’s a discipline problem, you have that relationship where my students 
overall know that I care about them as students and as people…I can deal with it and 
move forward.”  Karen (social studies) described the effect a teacher’s attitude toward 
teaching has on students’ desire to engage in learning: 
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I think when students see that you’re excited about helping them learn and getting 
them to that next level, you create an atmosphere where they want to be and 
they’re happy and they enjoy coming to your class.  I think that’s important, that 
they need more than anything else. 
 All the participants in this study acknowledged what Carl (English) stated simply: 
“The better the interactions, the better the relationships, the more easily you achieve 
results,” the “results” being students’ motivation to learn and their achievement.  
Department chairs revealed another element to effective teaching and learning—the 
connection between teachers’ emotional understanding of students and their pedagogical 
knowledge.  
Learning about students to inform instruction.  Dawn, a special education 
department chair, posed a critical question when discussing the connections between 
teacher-student relationships and instruction.  She acknowledged that relatedness means 
having a deep awareness of the student so that effective pedagogical decisions can be 
made.  
When you don’t have a relationship with a kid or you don’t have relationship with 
the family and you have no idea of what this kid’s coming from, how can you 
begin to understand how they’re going to learn, what strategies are going to work 
for the kid? 
Dawn made an explicit connection between emotion, instruction, and learning.  To know 
how to teach students, teachers must understand the students as emotional beings.  
 Nancy made the same point when she discussed the purpose for teachers knowing 
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students, but added the element of trust: 
[Students] need teachers who know what their abilities are and how to kind of get 
them to…so they need to be known.  I think that’s where the relationship is key.  
It’s not just so that we can have a warm and fuzzy relationship.  It’s so that you 
trust me enough that I can get to know what your weaknesses and strengths are.  
And so that’s the quality instruction. 
Department chairs said they believed that the foundation of effective instruction, what 
Carl described as, “learn[ing] who your kids are, [so] you can get a better sense of where 
to go,” requires emotional understanding and trust, which can only come from a caring 
relationship with students.  
Fostering caring relationships with students.  Carl defined the teacher-student 
relationship as “a magical balancing of trust and respect that goes both ways.”  However, 
the other department chairs’ descriptions of teacher-student relationships rejected the 
view of an indefinable, mystic concept.  Instead, their comments clarified their 
expectation that developing relationships with students is a purposeful, deliberate act of 
care on the part of teachers.  Participants identified three relational behaviors they look 
for when assessing teachers’ caring relationships with students: establishing relationship 
boundaries, knowing students as people and learners, and building a dependable and safe 
learning environment.   
 Establishing relationship boundaries.  Participants’ responses uncovered an 
important aspect of teachers’ successful establishment of classroom boundaries—
clarification and acceptance of both the teacher and student roles as the care-giver and the 
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cared-for.  Their responses broadened the traditional definition of classroom management 
to include the teacher-student relationship.  
 Some participants discussed the necessity of teachers establishing their 
professional role in the classroom; they said they believed if students respect teachers as 
the authority figure, students will seek support from them.  Jen stated, “It’s important that 
the kid can come to you, but on the other hand, they have to know that you are the 
authoritarian and they are the child. How do you do that? I guess by having boundaries.”  
Like other department chairs, Jen acknowledged the emotional conflict between asserting 
authority and wanting students “to be comfortable.  If they have a problem…you want 
them to come to you,” she explained.  Tom (science) also recognized this challenge when 
he stated teachers “need to have defined roles and rules and you can never let down on 
those.  But, at the same time, you need to be sympathetic for the students.”  Tom’s 
comment reflects these department chairs’ proclivity to shift the teacher’s role from an 
emotionally distant authority figure to a caring adult who understands students.  
 Department chairs recognized the complexity of setting boundaries with young 
people.  Similar to Tom, Nancy’s comment brings up the idea of receptivity in the setting 
of boundaries.  She asserted teachers must acknowledge students’ boundaries and be 
open and honest about their purpose in nurturing a relationship: “Knowing where the 
boundaries are and where you want to step gingerly to know them, and letting them know 
what your purpose in knowing them is, to help them be successful.”  Karen also 
articulated the importance of emotional understanding in developing a caring relationship 
when she shared her disapproval of a teacher’s interaction with his male students: 
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I’ve seen this male teacher challenge the male students…you don’t do that to a 
teenage boy in front of his peers…even if they know you really well, you can’t 
account for a bad day that the kid is having or what might have happened at home 
or the relationship he might have with a father or male figure in his life, so you 
have to be careful there. 
 These comments demonstrate the department chairs’ perspective that classroom 
management is situated within the teacher-student relationship, and the goal of 
establishing boundaries is to foster a caring relationship.  Taking this one step further, 
department chairs’ comments reveal the nuanced practice of establishing these 
boundaries.  Department chairs’ recognized that teachers must engage in emotional 
understanding of students and this requires teachers to know students as people and as 
learners. 
 Knowing students as people and as learners.  Department chairs shared the view 
that to “know” students is the way by which a teacher initiates, develops, and maintains a 
caring relationship with students.  For example, Nancy described it as “knowing your 
students well enough and deep enough that you know what kind of learner they are.  And 
you are able to personalize as much as you possibly can the education for them.”  
Furthermore, Nancy’s comment underscores the importance of understanding students 
emotionally.  This was also revealed by Patty and Dawn when they each shared their 
astonishment with one of their teacher’s lack of knowing a student.   
 Patty, a department chair of career and technical education, was shocked to learn 
that a teacher in her department did not know his student was homeless.  She asserted, 
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“You get to know kids like you get to know your own children….It just seems to me that 
that’s your business to find out.”  Patty’s likening of the teacher-student and parent-child 
relationships illustrates her view that caring relationships are emotionally deep and 
significant.  Similarly, Dawn demonstrated her belief that caring means to be emotionally 
aware of students when she described her anger towards her teachers who did not notice 
or question their mutual student’s change in demeanor and achievement.  The student had 
recently lost his mother to cancer.  
How do you not know that your kid, that a student in your class had a loss like 
that?  I just…I don’t care if you have 120 kids.  How do you not know your kid’s 
demeanor has changed or something about the kid is different or…how do you 
not say, “This kid was doing okay. Now, he’s falling apart?” 
Furthermore, Karen explained that supervisors can support teachers’ development of 
caring relationships by “emphasizing that you’ve got to get to know these kids.  You 
can’t just look at them as just bodies in the classroom.  They’re all unique, they’re all 
individuals.”  Karen admitted that fostering a caring relationship with students “is not 
always easy,” because students may reject teachers’ efforts.  To address this emotional 
reality, department chairs suggested building a dependable and safe learning environment 
to foster relational trust.  
 Building a dependable and safe learning environment.  This third relational 
behavior underscores a handful of comments made by participants about the context in 
which the teacher-student relationship exists.  Students must feel emotionally secure in 
their relationships with teachers, so they must trust their teachers.  Jen reflected: “I think 
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a high-quality relationship basically involves trusting and a relaxed environment where 
the kids don’t feel threatened.”  Similarly, Tom exclaimed, “We need to let them know 
we are going to be here every day.”  Furthermore, Patty shared Tom’s sentiment when 
talking about an interaction she had with a teacher regarding his absences: “Once we 
talked about it, he realized my concern; you’re not giving them what they need.  Their 
relationships are missing if you’re out every two weeks.”  
Department chairs expected teachers to facilitate a supportive and caring 
classroom culture, a place where students’ emotional needs would be met.  Karen 
summed up this aspect of teaching when she said, “I think that when the students are here 
for the six hours, they need to know that it’s a positive, learning environment and that 
none of the teachers here are trying to set them up for failure.”  Their descriptions of why 
and how teachers are to be caring educators revealed the emotional nature of teaching.   
Their vision of teaching as relational served as the foundation for their beliefs and 
actions as supervisors of teachers.  The ways in which these department chairs discussed 
facilitating teachers’ development as caring educators leads to the second and third 
themes: department chairs modeling caring relationship development and sources of 
stress in influencing relationships. 
 
Theme 2: Department Chairs Modeling Caring Relationship Development 
 When department chairs were asked how they supported or promoted quality 
teacher-student relationships, most described modeling for teachers the role expectations 
of a caring educator, one who purposefully develops relationships with students.  They 
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reported modeling these behaviors by the way they developed their relationships with 
teachers and facilitated teachers’ relationships with parents and other faculty.  Reflective 
of theme 1, the three relational behaviors described by department chairs were 
establishing relationship boundaries, knowing teachers as people and as learners, and 
building a safe and dependable teaching environment.   
Establishing relationship boundaries.  Department chairs have an immediate 
connection with their teachers in that they share the passion for and the experiences with 
teaching the same content area.  Nine out of ten participants were teachers in the 
departments they led.  Most of the department chairs’ comments revealed this role of 
experienced teacher as key to their acceptance as a credible model, particularly if they 
chose to teach the challenging classes.  For Patty, this credibility was critically important 
to her success as a supervisor: 
It’s better to have my own classroom and know when kids get a little chatty, that 
kids get a little fresh or they come in late, the same kid everyone’s got to deal 
with.  So if somebody needs me to help them with that, if I’m not doing it, I’m 
only going to make up answers that aren’t going to be useful to them. 
As a consequence of sharing similar teaching experiences, department chairs stated 
teachers trusted them with their vulnerability.  Jen described, “I teach a class that’s not an 
honors class…I’m in the trenches. So teachers know that I know.  And I think as a result 
of that, I encourage them to come and talk to me.”  Patty made a similar comment when 
describing her goal as a supervisor, “I want to help students and teachers alike as well as I 
can…so they’re not afraid to talk to me.”   
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 Gaining teachers’ trust, most reported, begins in maintaining their teacher role.  
They suggested this also supported their ability to treat teachers as capable professionals.  
Dawn was the only department chair who did not teach in her department.  This was due 
to the massive responsibilities for supervising over sixty staff members and handling all 
the legal issues related to running a special education program.  However, in reflecting on 
her growth as a special education department chair, she stated, “You have to treat people 
like they’re experts on what they’re talking about. And I don’t think I was sensitive to 
that.”  Dawn addressed the supervisor’s perspective of the teacher in the supervisor-
teacher relationship.  She suggested respecting teachers’ experiences as central to her 
successful work as a supervisor.  Later in the interview she articulated: “That’s been a 
real lesson over time is that the people who are doing the work are the people that need 
the most support.”  Likewise, Carl argued both points when sharing his critique of his 
school administration’s micromanagement of classroom discipline issues: 
[Students] need teachers to feel like they are in charge.  The teachers need to 
understand or feel support.  I think that’s hugely important that you know if 
you’ve got a problem with a kid, that administration is going to back you up.  
They need to be free to do what they want to do, what they need to do.  
Carl argues that when administrators manipulate relationship boundaries with teachers, it 
affects teachers’ relationship boundaries with students.  
 The language in these comments suggests that establishing trusting relationships 
with teachers and modeling how to be a caring educator is emotional work.  This is most 
obvious in Laura’s description of her interactions with her teachers: “Sometimes I need to 
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just close my mouth.  I’ve made a lot of people cry.  I have no idea how.  What did I say?  
Shut those tears off. I don’t know maybe I’m not the best in delivering bad news, but I 
still do it.”  Ironically, here Laura modeled the opposite of what she expected teachers to 
do, which is to listen “to learn more about them [students] as human beings but also as a 
learner.”    
Knowing teachers as people and as learners.  Unlike Laura, the other 
department chairs acknowledged that showing care for teachers by knowing them builds 
trust, which also models how teachers can build this trust with their students.  For 
example, Karen described teachers as her children or her students, people that she cares 
for: “They’re like my children. They’re like my students in a sense, and you have to think 
about them, you know, what’s going on.”  Even if her perspective seemed a little 
maternal, it mirrored her expectation of the teacher’s role as care-giver in the teacher-
student relationship. 
 This is further observed in Beth’s and Sara’s descriptions of understanding and 
treating teachers as individuals who have emotional needs.  In describing how she 
handles providing teachers with feedback, Beth stated, “Approach is the only thing that 
I’ve found worked. And approaching each person differently, learning how each person 
works.”  Sara described being a sounding board for her teachers: 
I let them talk. I let them talk and talk and talk and I just listen.  And then a lot of 
times I know what I would tell them and just they talk themselves into the 
solution I wanted them to come to.  With the little to not enough time we have 
together as a staff I think giving them that ear is immensely important….I think 
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they appreciate I let them be who they are…sometimes they just need someone to 
vent to, someone to bounce ideas off of. 
Notably, most department chairs did not discuss knowing their teachers deeply, 
especially as adult learners, and using this knowledge to inform their supervision.  Only a 
few department chairs expressed this value, even though all expected their teachers to 
know their students as people and as learners.   
Building a safe and dependable teaching environment.  Carl stated his goal as 
department chair was “to provide stability for them as much as possible and to believe 
that by doing that, it makes them better teachers, it’s better for the kids in front of them.”  
Similarly, Patty stated, “My job is to support them so that they can teach the children in 
front of them.”  Department chairs acknowledged their role as supervisor was to ensure 
teachers had the necessary support to teach students effectively.  Like students, 
department chairs understood that teachers need a safe and dependable environment to be 
successful.  Jen’s and Karen’s comments focused on the urgency of providing this 
support due to the current reform initiatives that have many teachers in fear for their jobs.  
Jen explained, 
You know how I see my job as a cheerleader now… I feel that I’m there to boost 
them… I’m going out of my way because they’ve been so beaten down because 
there’s so much anti-teacher stuff out there…I said, “I don’t want you to be afraid 
that I’m going to walk in because you people have nothing to be ashamed of.   I 
know how hard you work.”  So that’s basically the way most chairs feel today.  
They want to support their teachers.  They’re not out to get them.  
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Karen urged, “We’re going to have to…strengthen and support the relationships…with 
teachers so that trust level is there…Be like, ‘I’m not looking for anything bad.  I want to 
support you.’  That whole message of support is…crucial because people are just afraid.” 
 Another way department chairs demonstrated their dependability to teachers was 
by supporting teachers’ relationships with other key players in their students’ success.  
According to Tom, a department chair is a “bridge to guidance, it’s a bridge to deans, it’s 
a bridge to the English department…the bridge serves as a good platform for 
communication.”  The participants’ descriptions of themselves as intermediaries revealed 
a view of these broader relationships as significant to teachers’ efficacy in establishing 
and managing caring relationships with students. For instance, Sara commented, 
I tell my teachers, “You can do it.  It will be fine.  Talk to the parent.”…They 
know they have somebody supporting them and I think it feels better.  Like some 
of my staff have said, “It feels like I had full control over that.”…It makes more 
sense for them to do it themselves. 
 Some department chairs, like Sara, described their facilitation as fostering 
empathy between teachers and other support staff.  Sara shared, 
A lot of times my teachers…they’re here and the world is this big and they need a 
reminding sometimes there’s other angles to whatever situation they’re in, and I 
do the same for the support staff who doesn’t understand what my science teacher 
is doing. 
 Other department chairs discussed facilitating collegiality within their 
departments, which further provided a safe environment for teachers to grow 
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professionally.  Beth described encouraging her best teachers to support their struggling 
colleagues.   
I have been able to say to one of the more trusted teachers, “So-and-so is going to 
be teaching this class next year. You’re really good at it. Can you….”  And 
they’re comfortable doing that…kind of making those connections for 
them…people take it almost better than they do coming from me. 
 Department chairs’ comments acknowledged that for teachers to be caring 
educators, they need to be cared for, supported by, and have trust in their supervisors.  
Department chairs’ discussion of modeling caring relationship development and fostering 
relational trust highlight the emotional nature of supervision.  This is further illustrated in 
department chairs’ discussions of supporting teachers who they reported were resistant to 
their feedback.  
 
Theme 3: Sources of Stress in Influencing Relationships 
 In describing challenging experiences with one or two of their teachers, 
department chairs revealed frustration and anger toward the teachers’ lack of application 
of their feedback.  Department chairs perceived these teachers as resistant to changing 
their practice.  Most of them described the teacher’s personality as an obstacle to his or 
her acceptance of feedback.  For example, Jen claimed that a department chair cannot 
“change a teacher’s demeanor extensively…you can do it superficially…it’s who you are 
and how you function…so you got to work with what you got.”  Department chairs 
reported wrestling with this reality, especially in light of limited face time with teachers.    
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Teacher resistance.  Karen’s explanation as to why two of her teachers resisted 
her feedback echoes Jen’s sentiment above.  Karen described these teachers, who 
presented relationship boundary issues with students, as lacking the desire to grow as 
professionals:  “Those two teachers…they’re veteran teachers and I’ve evaluated them 
numerous times, and every time I offer suggestions and feedback, it’s ‘Yeah, but.’  So 
they’re not open to developing themselves or seeing things from a different lens.”  
Karen’s response to her lack of efficacy was anger.  She expressed, “He should just quit 
because he is never going to change.”  Her lack of belief in this teacher’s ability to grow 
contradicted her value for caring relationships as well as her expectation for herself as a 
model of a caring educator.  
 Nancy demonstrated a similar contradiction when she described her struggle with 
how to change a teacher’s mindset.  This teacher also had relationship boundary issues 
with students; however, in this case the teacher focused too much on the emotional 
connection with students at the expense of their academic growth.   
It’s a long-term struggle with this teacher. He wants everything to feel really great 
for kids.  I’ve been pushing him around this issue, but I have not been able to 
shove him back towards that, “So why do we do this work?”  He loves them so 
much and I think he wants to be loved in return and so his classroom is very much 
centered on emotional highness….It’s really hard to get him to teach the 
skills….And he will accept feedback, but he won’t do anything with feedback.  I 
don’t think he believes…I don’t know.  I’m not a psychologist. 
Nancy tried to understand this teacher, and was somewhat aware of her limitations with 
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the comment “I am not a psychologist.”  However, she resigned herself to the fact that 
“what he brings with him outweighs just a little bit what he doesn’t bring with him; but if 
I had more than one of those, I’d have a serious problem.”  Nancy’s comment reflected 
Jen’s view that teachers’ relationship skills are based on personality, which is difficult to 
change.   
 Laura, who struggled with a Latin teacher’s apparent lack of internalizing her 
feedback, reported she was out of options.  Her solution was to use coercive leadership 
by being “super aggressive with the evaluation and document, document, document and 
then I don’t know what else to do.  I don’t want to be a jerk, but this is not what’s best for 
kids at the end of the day.”   Laura expressed her discomfort with this decision, noting 
how her behavior may be interpreted by the teacher as negative.  Nonetheless, she said 
she felt her commitment to the students was more important than nurturing a supportive 
relationship with the teacher to model caring relationship development.   
 Beth reported a lack of belief in a teacher’s ability based on the perception that 
the teacher used the evaluation process to hide her uncaring behaviors toward standard 
level students.   
I really believe that she does what I’ve asked of her when I’m there and only 
when I’m….Like I don’t know if I’ve made progress with her because her 
mindset is so set….I don’t think she respects the standard students or as 
people….I sent her a note saying I’m going to come on this day, this class.  She 
said, “Can we not do that class? I mean, it’s not a real class.”  And she will turn it 
on for me, but I’m not buying it.  But she’s realized that if she turns it on for me, I 
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can only do what I observe.  I can’t do my gut…and I think she knows that. 
Beth felt constrained by the evaluation process and became angry at the teacher for 
lacking a caring attitude.  Instead of modeling caring behavior by inquiring about the 
teacher’s situation in order to provide effective support, she interacted with the teacher 
based on negative assumptions.  This contradicts her expectation of teachers as caring.  
 In all of these examples, department chairs demonstrated a frustration with 
teachers who did not appear to have the best interest of students at heart.  Rather than 
model their expectations of building caring relationships, department chairs gave up on 
the teachers or accepted mediocrity.  None of them described trying to build or rebuild 
trust with these teachers.  None of them tried to engage in understanding their wayward 
teachers.  After a few attempts by the department chairs, if teachers did not respond and 
change as expected, then the relationship became unfriendly.  When asked what would 
help improve their success with these teachers, all of the participants stated they would 
like to have more time for face-to-face contact. 
Lack of face time.  Having limited contact with their teachers was a common 
complaint among the department chairs.  What stood out most is their awareness of how 
lack of face time negatively affected their relationship with teachers, in turn making them 
less effective supervisors.  For example, Carl described the difference between his 
contact with his teachers before and after the new high school was built.  He indicated 
feelings of disconnection. 
I never felt closer to my colleagues in the department than I did for those first 
three years…I had constant casual contact to all the information I needed to 
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monitor…information flowed face-to-face.  Last year [in the new building], I 
would go days or weeks without seeing some of the people in my department.   
 Dawn faced a similar struggle with supervising over 60 staff members.  She 
reported an important aspect of the feedback her teachers gave her: “The number one 
thing I get back is not enough face time.  We just don’t have enough, and I get it, and I’ve 
thought of different ways I could be available, but…it wasn’t realistic.”  Because of her 
vast responsibilities, Dawn was unable to connect intimately with each teacher, to know 
each of them well.  Her ability to model and apply caring relationship development was 
severely limited. 
 Similarly, Nancy described from the teacher’s point of view how lack of face time 
affected being known by the supervisor, one of the three relational behaviors least 
described by department chairs.   
You’re sort of invisible in lots of ways in your classroom.  And so you know 
either you’re doing really good work, or maybe you think you’re not doing great 
work…there is a hidden quality.  And so when a supervisor either doesn’t see the 
great work or does see the not so great work, there’s a tension out of that.  It is 
like, “Well, you don’t even know me.  You don’t really see me.” 
 All of these comments raise the point that supervisors need time to know their 
teachers deeply enough to provide the kinds of support that could lead to teacher growth 
as caring educators.   
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Summary 
 Department chairs reported that it is the teacher’s professional duty to care for 
students because it affects students’ learning behavior and the teacher’s ability to adjust 
instruction to meet the students’ needs.  Department chairs expected teachers to foster 
caring pedagogical relationships deliberately with students by establishing relationship 
boundaries, knowing students as people and learners, and building a dependable and safe 
learning environment.  
 Department chairs claimed that their relationship with teachers influences 
teachers’ relationships with students, and thus they must model the behaviors of a caring 
educator in their interactions with teachers.  Central to this success is fostering trust.  
Department chairs described three behaviors that mirror those expected of teachers: 
establishing relationship boundaries, knowing teachers as people and learners, and 
building a safe and dependable teaching environment. 
 Regardless of department chairs’ expectations and efforts, they still encountered 
two main sources of stress that limited their abilities to influence relationships: resistant 
teachers and lack of face time.  Department chairs claimed that teachers who they labeled 
as “resistant” were either incapable of changing or simply too stubborn.  Department 
chairs faced the obstacle of teacher mindset and were often at a loss as to how to 
influence teacher behavior.  They said that challenging these teachers required significant 
one-on-one time, but that they were unable to spend it with them.  Consequently, lack of 
face time limited department chairs’ ability to foster trusting relationships with teachers, 
a criterion for influencing teacher mindset and behavior. In the next chapter, these 
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findings are put into theoretical and practical context. 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusions and Implications 
 
 The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the answers to this study’s three research 
questions in the context of the literature presented in Chapter 2 and to share conclusions 
and implications for further research.   
 
Answers to Research Questions 
What do secondary school department chairs believe about teacher-student 
relationships?  The secondary school department chairs who participated in this study 
reported that relationships between teachers and students are critical to effective 
instruction and student achievement.  Regardless of content area, they shared the view 
that the ways in which teachers perceive and act toward students affect students’ 
emotional responses to their classroom learning experiences.  They contended it is the 
teacher’s professional duty to know students as individuals in order to adjust instruction 
to best meet the needs of the students.  Department chairs acknowledged that to know 
students in this capacity and to influence positively students’ learning behaviors, teachers 
must foster trusting and caring relationships with students.  They described three 
relationship development behaviors they believed nurtured good teacher-student 
relationships: establishing relationship boundaries, knowing students as people and as 
learners, and building a dependable and safe learning environment.   
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What do they feel is their responsibility in supporting this relationship? 
Department chairs described their role in supporting quality teacher-student relationships 
as two-fold:  as a modeler and as a facilitator.  They endeavored to develop trusting 
relationships with their teachers and to facilitate supportive relationships between 
teachers and other stakeholders (parents, colleagues, and administrators).  Department 
chairs reported perceiving that their interactions with teachers influenced teachers’ 
interactions with students.  More specifically, when discussing how they supported 
teachers, department chairs described the same relationship development behaviors they 
expected of teachers: establishing relationship boundaries, knowing teachers a people and 
learners, and building a safe and dependable teaching environment.  Department chairs 
relied heavily on modeling and when department chairs’ own frustrations interfered with 
their ability to model, they often became more directive. 
What deters and what facilitates department chairs’ ability to support 
teachers in building and managing high-quality relationships with students?  
Department chairs identified two main stressors that hampered their ability to help 
improve teachers’ relationships with students: resistant teachers and lack of face time.  
Every department chair described at least one teacher as “resistant” to their feedback.  
They interpreted these teachers’ responses as a stubbornness, an inability to change, or a 
lack of care for students.  Department chairs were frustrated and disappointed in their 
work with these teachers.  They reported a failure on their part to understand the teacher 
or change the teacher’s mindset.  Department chairs did not share reflections on their 
personal relationship with the teacher nor did they report considering ways to be more 
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effective in modeling caring behaviors.  An additional stressor was limited time to 
connect with teachers.  Most department chairs spoke disappointedly about their failure 
to get into classrooms consistently or to be physically available for their teachers.   
 
Discussion 
Relational pedagogy.  Caring relationships as a foundation for classroom 
learning.  Pedagogy, as used in this study, “refers to how teachers perceive the nature of 
learning and what they do to create conditions that motivate students to learn and to 
become critical thinkers” (Nieto, 2000, p. 101).  Relational pedagogy emphasizes 
developing and maintaining relationships as one of the conditions necessary for 
meaningful teaching and learning.  Those who practice relational pedagogy view 
knowing as relational (Bersheld, 1985; Hollingsworth, et al., 1993; Raider-Roth, 2005; 
Thayer-Bacon, 2004/2010; Webb & Blonde, 1995).  Fundamental to this relational 
knowing is caring (Noddings, 2004/2010; van Manen, 1991; Webb & Blonde, 1995).  In 
this study, the ten department chairs demonstrated an affinity for relational pedagogy in 
the way they talked about the connection between relationships, teaching, and learning, 
and about their expectations of teachers as caring educators.  Their shared expectations of 
teachers’ relationships with students crossed department boundaries.  Siskin’s (1994) 
study of departments depicted them as sub-cultures with their own values based on their 
subject specialty.  However, when it came to assessing the quality of the teaching-
learning experience in each classroom, the department chairs in this study reported a 
similar focus on the teacher’s attunement to their students.  In other words, these 
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department chairs looked for teacher behaviors, regardless of subject area, that 
demonstrated teachers’ effort to teach through an intentional, caring pedagogical 
relationship with students (Newberry, 2010; Noddings, 194/2003; van Manen, 1991).     
 Teachers who intentionally engage in a caring pedagogical relationship with 
students was the hallmark of department chairs’ discussions of effective teachers.  
Department chairs assumed that teachers’ driving principle for being an educator was 
ethical caring (Newberry, 2010; Noddings, 1984/2003).  Ethical caring, as defined by 
Noddings (1984/2003), describes the teacher as choosing to act upon the “I must” 
impulse even when that impulse is not present.  Noddings’ states that this act arises “from 
an evaluation of the caring relation as good, as better than, superior to, other forms of 
relatedness” (p. 83).  Department chairs expected teachers to make caring relations with 
students a priority, just as they did as teachers.  As Newberry (2010) captures it, ethical 
caring is “performed out of duty; the teacher has the responsibility to care for students 
regardless of whether there is a natural inclination to do so” (p. 1696).   
 Department chairs spoke with certainty about the teacher-student relationship as 
the prime way for teachers to learn how to support each student effectively.  They 
reported the belief that caring relationships increase students’ motivation to learn.  
Department chairs expected teachers to achieve what Donnell (2007) describes as 
“getting to we”—a “mutual learning between teacher and pupils.  The teacher learns 
about teaching with and from the pupils” (p. 224).  Important to note at this point is the 
use of the word “knowing” rather than “knowledge” in describing the learning that occurs 
within the teacher-student relationship.  Using a verb instead of a noun presses the point 
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that the learning experienced in the teacher-student interaction is a dynamic process.  
Because relational knowing is based in specific social contexts, it “does not rest in 
contemplation but becomes clarified in action” (Hollingsworth et al., 1993, p.10).  This 
action is what Goldstein (1999) describes as the “co-construction of mind,” where the 
teacher’s and student’s learning evolves as they negotiate a shared knowing.  Lyons 
(1990) claims that this interaction is based on a set of “nested epistemologies, each 
influencing the other in learning” (176).  The three relational behaviors identified by 
department chairs below were intended to create conditions for this powerful 
intersubjective encounter to occur (Biesta, 2004/2010; Goldstein, 1999; Noddings, 2005; 
Pomeroy, 1999; Tharpe et al., 2000).   
 Establishing relationship boundaries.  In discussing what students need from 
teachers, department chairs stated teachers must purposefully and sensitively establish 
their role as the one-caring (Noddings, 1984/2003; 2005) by being transparent in their 
intentions to establish boundaries, which includes consideration of the student’s 
boundaries (Davis, 2006; Pianta, 1999; Riley, 2009).  Reichert and Hawley (2010) in 
their study about effective teaching for boys describe this behavior as establishing a 
“receptive relationship” where the teacher takes the time to consider how the students 
perceive him by eliciting this information from them.  
 Establishing relationship boundaries is not a technical task that can be achieved 
through a few practiced moves.  It is a psychological commitment to enter into a caring 
relationship with students, to care for the well-being of the student.  However, in pressing 
for a relationship with students, teachers become vulnerable to failure or rejection (Bryk 
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& Schneider, 2002; Davis, 2008; Hargreaves, 1998; Lortie, 1975/2002; Noddings, 2005).  
Acknowledging this vulnerability was important to department chairs; they noted it 
helped develop a trusting relationship with teachers.  Furthermore, acknowledging 
boundary dilemmas for teachers hinted at department chairs recognizing students’ 
influence on teachers’ professional identity (Aultman et al., 2009; Hargreaves, 1999; 
Lortie, 1975/2002; Noddings, 2005; Pianta, 1999; Riley, 2009).  How a teacher feels 
about students’ responses to their efforts to care can affect their view of the student and 
their teaching (Davis, 2003, 2006; Muller et al., 1999; Newberry & Davis, 2008).  
Understanding teachers’ relationships with students requires department chairs to 
uncover how teachers interpret and feel about students’ responses to them as people and 
as teachers.   
 Knowing students as people and as learners.  Department chairs often described 
teachers as knowing or not knowing their students, thus displaying their focus on teacher 
receptiveness.  Receptiveness, along with intentionality, was a common focus of 
department chairs’ descriptions of a caring educator.  Reichert and Hawley (2010) 
suggest the “relationship begins in mutual recognition; each party must ‘take in’ the 
other” (p, 205).   Department chairs reported the belief that educators who accept and 
recognize students as individuals (Noddings, 2005; Rodriguez, 2008) influence 
significantly the growth of those students.  Department chairs expected teachers to 
exemplify the kind of teacher described by Noddings (2005): “The carer is attentive; she 
or he listens, observes, and is receptive to the expressed needs of the cared-for” (p. 53).   
One way department chairs assessed teachers’ interpersonal knowledge was by 
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how teachers responded to changes in student behavior, such as investigating the reason 
for a student’s absence or failing status in the class.  As they had done as teachers, they 
wanted teachers to engage in what Romano (2004/2010) describes as “reading 
relations…a literacy that reads students so that teachers might keep in touch with who 
their students are, so they might be responsive” (p. 154, emphasis in original).  Van 
Manen (1991) describes this as having sympathetic orientation toward the student, where 
“one is able to discern the subtle signs in a child’s voice, glance, gesture, or demeanor” 
(97).  Discerning subtle signs and reading students intimately requires teachers to know 
students personally (Hargreaves, 2000; Pianta, 1999; Romano 2004/2010).  While this 
does enhance the effectiveness of instructional decisions, department chairs said it was 
even more critical to confirming the student, to showing commitment to them as people, 
not just as students.  Noddings (2005) argues, “When we confirm someone, we spot a 
better self and encourage its development.  We can only do this if we know the other well 
enough to see what he or she is trying to become” (p. 25).  To maintain such a caring 
orientation requires a high level of emotional engagement from the teacher (Hargreaves, 
1998, 2000; van Manen, 1991; Zembylas, 2007).   Department chairs valued this ability 
to know students deeply, even as they acknowledge that it could leave teachers 
emotionally vulnerable. 
 Building a safe and dependable learning environment.  Department chairs 
shared the view that students need teachers who are consistently present physically and 
emotionally in class.  All but one department chair worked in an urban environment 
where many of their students had home lives that were unstable.  Students brought with 
  
73 
them emotional challenges that required attention before academic learning could occur 
(Pianta, 1999).  Department chairs were clear in their expectation of teachers as 
representing stability to students by being in school every day and of treating students as 
people.  Van Manen (1991) writes: “Children who feel that somebody worries about them 
do not have to worry unduly themselves” (p. 57).  The teacher meets the students’ needs 
by relieving their anxiety so they can learn.  This is an act of caring.   
 Together, these three intentional behaviors foster caring pedagogical relationships 
with students, which department chairs report is essential for meaningful teaching and 
learning to occur.  It also uncovers the psychological or emotional demands of teaching.  
The next section discusses the genesis of these relationship development behaviors in the 
work lives of department chairs and their application to department chairs’ work with 
teachers.   
Relational supervision.  Informed by personal practical knowledge.  In further 
analysis of the data, it became clear that department chairs’ certainty of their expectation 
of teachers as caring educators came from their personal practical knowledge as teachers 
(Connelly, Clandinin, & He, 1997), defined as “derived from personal experience.”  It is 
“found in the teacher’s practice.  It is, for any one teacher, a particular way of 
reconstructing the past and the intentions of the future to deal with the exigencies of a 
present situation (Connelly & Clandinin, 1988, p. 25)” (p. 666).    Moreover, this study 
found that department chairs applied this personal practical knowledge about relationship 
development with students to their supervisory relationships with teachers.  This 
uncovered a mirroring effect, as depicted in Figure 2.  This mirroring of relationship 
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development is significant because relying on their personal practical knowledge as 
teachers became department chairs’ supervisory model or framework by which they led 
their departments, particularly as it relates to how they supported teachers’ understanding 
and employment of relational pedagogy.   
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Mirroring Effect of Department Chairs’ Relationship Development. 
 
   
Role as coach.  When asked how they perceived their role in supporting teachers’ 
relationships with students, the common responses were facilitating and modeling caring 
relationship development for teachers.  Department chairs viewed themselves as an 
intermediary between teachers and other support staff (Weaver & Gordon, 1979; Coldren 
& Spillane, 2007; Wettersten, 1992).  They would facilitate communication so that both 
parties better understood each other and could best support the teacher-student 
relationship.  Department chairs’ descriptions of themselves as modelers for teachers 
reinforced the mirroring effect (Meadows, 2007).  While department chairs sometimes 
had teachers observe them teaching, modeling was often described as the occurring in 
how they interacted and supported teachers.    
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Noddings’ (2005) describes this type of modeling as vital to the development of 
caring relationships.   
We have to show how to care in our own relations with cared-fors.  For example, 
professors of education and school administrators cannot be sarcastic and 
dictatorial with teachers in the hope that coercion will make them care for 
students…The likely outcome is that teachers will then turn attention protectively 
to themselves rather than lovingly to their students…So we do not tell our 
students to care, we show them how to care by creating caring relations with 
them.  (p. 22)  
One way department chairs’ modeled for teachers how to care was through their 
treatment of teachers as capable professionals.  Encouraging teachers’ sense of efficacy 
was reported by department chairs as central to the supervisory relationship (Sergiovanni 
& Starratt, 1993).  This reflects their view that students’ motivation to learn is influenced 
by teacher’s actions to treat students as capable learners.  Department chairs described 
feeling compelled to ensure teachers had the resources and support to be successful in 
caring for students.  They wanted teachers to feel empowered, in control of the teaching-
learning experiences in their classrooms, because they knew from their own experiences 
that this affects teachers’ sense of efficacy.  They also knew that this efficacy affects how 
teachers develop and maintain caring pedagogical relationships with students.  
Additionally, department chairs reported these caring actions as building trust between 
them and their teachers, which is indicative of building reasonable relationship 
boundaries.  In their study about trust in schools, Bryk and Schneider (2002) state that 
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“interpersonal trust deepens as individuals perceive that others care about them and are 
willing to extend themselves beyond what their role might formally require in any given 
situation” (p. 25).  Advocating for teachers serves two purposes: to exemplify an ethic of 
care reflective of department chairs’ experiences as teachers who learned the importance 
of relationships and who had themselves been supervised, and to model the building of 
relationship boundaries with students.   
Furthermore, department chairs’ perception of teachers as capable defines their 
role as coach in the feedback conversation, as a provider of support based on the stated 
needs of the teacher.  The coach perspective is critical to effective modeling of caring 
relationship development and for creating the conditions that provide teachers a safe 
space to explore their ways of knowing about their students and teaching (Feeney, 2007; 
Garman, 1986; Gordon, 2008; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1993; Zepeda, 2007).  Noddings 
(2005) states that dialogue “connects us to each other and helps to maintain caring 
relations.  It also provides us with the knowledge of each other that forms a foundation 
for response in caring” (p. 23).  Department chairs also reported experiencing success in 
supporting the improvement of relationship-oriented teachers’ practice.  This is likely 
explained as these teachers reflecting department chairs’ personal experiences and values 
regarding relational pedagogy.  Department chairs easily shared their ethic of care, which 
was not the case with resistant teachers.   
Another reason for supervisory success with teachers could be the frequency of 
informal, supportive conversations between the department chairs and teachers.  For 
example, one department chair discussed how geographical proximity to teachers 
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enhanced his ability, during his first three years in the position, to remain in the coach 
role because of the constant informal, supportive conversations he had with his 
department colleagues.  Due to a new school being built, the department was located in a 
small area in an adjacent building where the department chair’s office became the central 
meeting place for teachers throughout the day.  This allowed the department chair to 
remain aware of his teachers as instructors and as people.  He could easily provide 
support in a non-threatening way as part of the conversation among professionals.  
Meeting together in a more public space places the department chair and teacher on a 
more or less equal plane.  This type of interaction decreased significantly when the new 
school was built, as it placed the department chair’s office far away from most of his 
teachers.  He said that he would go several days without seeing many of his staff.  He and 
his teachers had to make a deliberate effort to engage with one another.  The interactions 
shifted from daily informal support to sporadic evaluative communication.  This caused 
frustration for the department chair.  He knew the benefits of informal, coaching 
conversations, but he was unable to recreate such experiences due to the layout of the 
school and other scheduling constraints.  Similar stories were shared by the other 
department chairs.    
Role as evaluator.  These particular department chairs held the responsibility of 
formally evaluating their colleagues.  Change in their relationships with teachers related 
to evaluation were most noticeable when they discussed observing teachers’ relationships 
with students and when they encountered their struggles to supporting resistant teachers.  
Department chairs talked negatively about the evaluation process.  They discussed how 
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the forms were antiquated and did not capture what they see as important, in particular 
teachers’ attunement to students.  Several department chairs discussed their concerns 
about the current accountability movement, which raises the stakes in teacher evaluation.  
These department chairs discussed the importance for stronger relationships with teacher 
and for them as the evaluators to continue to push their supporter role (Garubo & 
Rothstein, 1998).  Even so, department chairs did not change their expectations of 
teachers as caring educators.   
When teachers seemed to exhibit uncaring pedagogical interactions with students 
and resisted department chairs support to change these interaction, department chairs’ 
knowledge and values, gained through years of teaching experience, were challenged.  
When their coaching strategies, such as modeling, did not appear to affect teacher 
practice, department chairs felt they were out of options.  In fact, a few stated they did not 
know what to do.  As the neat pattern of the mirroring effect became disrupted, 
department chairs found their role as coach strained, and they felt there was no choice but 
to rely on the written formal evaluation.  Several department chairs said that they were 
uncomfortable with this decision and reported that using the formal evaluation process 
did not lead to teacher change.   
   Role strain.  Adduci et al. (1990) define role strain as “the simultaneous 
occurrence of two or more inconsistent behaviors expected of an individual’s role, or 
contradictory expectations for the same role” (p. 2).  These department chairs understood 
the importance of caring teacher-student relationships and perceived their role as 
supporting this relationship.  They also understood the importance of creating a safe and 
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dependable relational space where teachers can be themselves (Mosher & Purpel, 1972; 
Sergiovanni & Staratt, 1993).  These understandings were based on the mirroring effect 
that framed their vision of relationships in teaching and supervision.  Garubo and 
Rothstein (1998) describe the aim of effective feedback conversations are to help teachers 
see and understand “their own emotions, ambivalences, biases, and needs. Such insights 
can help them to better understand their relationships with students and others with whom 
they work” (p. 108).  This was an aim of department chairs’ modeling efforts, but they 
did not see change in the resistant teachers’ practice and assumed it had no effect.  The 
department chairs described reacting with disappointment or anger toward the teacher 
and eventually relying on coercive rather than caring approaches (Jackson, 2013).  Their 
desired role of coach was further strained by their judgment of teachers’ responses as 
denunciations of the ethic of caring.  
Furthermore, to explain their lack of efficacy, department chairs stated that these 
teachers had fixed mindsets (Blumberg & Jonas, 1987; Jackson, 2013), and the 
inadequate time to engage with teachers further exacerbated their unsuccessful coaching.  
Department chairs seemed unable to continue to employ curiosity and empathy to 
understand their teachers, as they would expect of teachers (including themselves) who 
were facing defiant or failing students.  Instead, they became trapped by their own 
inefficacy (Noddings, 2005; Riley, 2009).   
There are at least three possible explanations for the lack of transfer of powerful 
expertise and values that seemed to occur in these failures in supervision.  First, perhaps 
even with all of their experience as supervisors, these department chairs might not have 
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encountered enough instances of resistance to develop better ways of coping.  It is 
common to see instances where beginning teachers fail to handle problems with defiant, 
apathetic, and failing students well and then take the failure personally.  They often 
“blame the victim,” saying that there is something wrong with the student or his or her 
life outside of school.  It is possible that the rarity of teacher resistance puts department 
chairs in a similar position as a beginner where their knowledge and values as expert 
educators and seasoned leaders do not easily apply.   
Second, the research on department chairs shows that they have little training, 
mentoring, and professional development related to their supervisory role (Callahan, 
1971; Deroche, Kujawa, & Hunsaker, 1988; Horde & Murphy, 1985; Pellicer & 
Stevenson, 1983; Valverde, 1982; Weaver & Gordon, 1979; Wellier, 2001).  Just like the 
minority of beginning teachers who receive little or no training and support, they might 
perceive the intransigence of their “students” as their own failure to develop good 
relationships and react with hurt feelings rather than with care and curiosity.  
Additionally, department chairs had limited models for supervision (Snow-Gerono, 
2008).  They experienced their department chairs’ leadership as a teacher in the 
department, but if they had good relations with their department chairs and if they shared 
their values, they may not have experienced a problematic supervisory situation as a 
teacher.  If department chairs had more exposure and understanding of various models of 
supervision, they would likely “recognize a supervisory model as a dynamic process, or a 
metaphor, for a journey toward professional growth for all educators (Snow-Gerono, 
1998, p. 1513) and not feel boxed in by the mirroring effect and their evaluator role. 
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Third, external structures, such as geography and scheduling, create barriers for 
department chairs to engage in coaching interaction with teachers.  The only time many 
of these department chairs spent with some of their teachers was when conducting a 
formal evaluation.  Additionally, department chairs’ offices were not always easily 
accessible to teachers or situated in a place where teachers often congregated.  
Limitations of time and place reduced opportunities for informal, supportive 
conversations and seemed to strain department chairs’ ability to remain in their desired 
coach role. 
Conclusions 
 There are several key conclusions gained from this study about department chairs’ 
perspectives of the teacher-student relationship and their role in supporting this 
relationship.   
 Department chairs believe effective teaching and learning occurs within and 
through caring relationships between teachers and students. 
 Department chairs expect their teachers to enact ethical caring. 
 Department chairs’ expectation of teachers as caring educators derives from their 
personal practical knowledge as teachers. 
 Department chairs apply their personal practical knowledge to their approach to 
supervision. 
 Department chairs’ prime means of supporting caring teacher-student 
relationships is through modeling. 
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 Department chairs experience role strain in attempting to act both as a 
coach/model and as an evaluator.  
 Role strain is exacerbated by limited professional development focused on 
relationship development, limited face time with teachers, and geographical 
constraints.   
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
 The findings from this research study show that department chairs rely on their 
personal practical knowledge as teachers when assuming their role as supervisor.  
Newberry (2010) identified four non-linear phases in building and negotiating teacher-
student relationships: appraisal, testing, agreement and planning.  It would be useful to 
investigate, through case studies, if there are phases to developing the department 
chair/teacher relationship and how similar these phases are to those Newberry found with 
teachers and students.  One could also explore teachers’ perspectives of their 
relationships with department chairs, the reported effect of the nature of these 
relationships on their practice, and the causes of resistance to the feedback or to changing 
practice.  Also, focusing on how department chairs help teachers who tend to resist 
change or feedback from their peers or supervisors could provide insight into new 
approaches to relationship development in schools.  
 After examining elementary teachers’ conceptions of closeness to students, 
Newberry and Davis (2008) posed the question, “How do we intervene to change existing 
patterns of relationships among teachers and their students?” (p. 1965).  The department 
  
83 
chairs in this study modeled the patterns of relationships they wanted to see between 
teachers and students with reported success, with the striking exception of working with 
resistant or challenging teachers.  Therefore, it would be useful to help department chairs 
develop teacher inquiry projects so they could see in detail how these teachers deal with 
resistant or challenging students in their own classrooms.  Additionally, an intervention 
study with department chairs would build upon similar studies completed with teachers 
regarding their relationships with students (Meadows, 2007; Murray and Malmgren, 
2005; Newberry & Davis, 2008).  Department chairs would engage in professional 
development specifically focused on the connections between their teaching and 
supervision, suggest and employ new strategies to improve their supervisory skills, then 
report back about how they changed their approach to resistant teachers.  Action research 
projects like these could help department chairs understand ways to counteract the 
contradiction in their values when working with resistant teachers.     
 Finally, if relational pedagogy is so powerful, we must question its absence from 
professional dialogue in and about schools.  A follow-up study could explore the 
secondary school principal’s perspective of the teacher-student relationship and her role 
in supporting the quality of these relationships.  The research could include department 
chairs or other administrators who resist the principal’s feedback.  Because lack of face 
time with teachers has been found to be a dominant barrier for department chairs and 
other teacher supervisors, a study could investigate at what point face time (type, amount, 
and physical space) becomes the most effective.  In addition, it would be valuable to 
know more about the tension that department chairs feel as they attempt to fulfill their 
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duties as both coaches and evaluators.  Case studies of department chairs who negotiate 
this role strain more successfully, for example, might provide understandings that could 
lead to better training and professional development for department chairs.     
 
Recommendations for Practice 
 Training and professional development for department chairs do not exist in any 
formal sense (Callahan, 1971; Deroche et al., 1988; Hord & Murphy, 1985; Pellicer & 
Stevenson, 1983; Valverde, 1982; Weaver & Gordon, 1979; Weller, 2001).  While 
teachers can participate in programs that prepare them for being administrators, they do 
not learn about the special issues concerning the role of department chairs, particularly as 
it relates to using the position to improve personal and professional relationships.  Since 
most school systems have a pathway to support teachers interested in leadership positions 
like assistant principal or principal, they could provide an option for teachers interested in 
becoming department chairs.  Not only would this encourage master teachers to become 
teacher leaders, but it could force the system to acknowledge the department chair 
position as valuable and worthy of investment.  This pathway to department leadership 
should aim to support teachers’ exploration of their core beliefs about themselves, 
teaching and learning, school relationships, leading colleagues, and supervision 
(Blumberg, 1974; Glickman, 2002; Horde & Murphy, 1985; Valverde, 1982).   
Department chairs are in need of a supportive network to encourage reflection 
upon their values and their interactions with teachers.  Two possible support systems 
could be with other department chairs in the school, which through collegiality could 
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improve relational trust throughout the whole school, and with department chairs outside 
the school in online and regional networks, possibly organized by teaching field.   
The mirroring effect of relationship development discovered in this research could 
also apply to the principal/department chair relationship.  If department chairs are denied 
a supportive relationship with their supervisors, then teachers and their students might 
also ultimately suffer from poor relationships with their department chairs.  Furthermore, 
lack of support for the department chair could perpetuate rather than help to break down 
the emotional barriers that prevent effective practices for supporting resistant teachers 
(Noddings, 2005; Valverde, 1982).  Principals can provide support to department chairs 
in arranging their work day to allow more time to be spent in classrooms, to work directly 
with teachers concerning their relationships with students, and to reflect upon the 
interpersonal and intrapersonal work required of supervising teachers (Blumberg, 1974; 
Glickman, 2002; Oja, 1991; Valverde, 1982).  Extra time is especially crucial for 
addressing positively and successfully the problematic situations with marginal or 
resistant teachers.   
The relationship literature asserts that the relational climate of schools directly 
affects the teacher–student relationship (Aultman et al., 2009; Bryk & Schneider, 2002; 
Reichert & Hawley, 2010).  The need for improved relations in secondary schools is 
great, especially for urban schools where studies have shown relationships play a crucial 
role in students’ development (Baker, 1999; Meadows, 2007; Muller, Katz, & Dance, 
1999; Murray & Malmgren, 2005; Rodriguez, 2008).  A department chair who “walks a 
fine line between the role of teacher and administrator” (Feeney, 2009, p. 213) has the 
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potential to contribute significantly to improving the school’s relational climate through 
meaningful and deliberate work with teachers.  The department chairs in this study 
acknowledged their influence as intermediaries.  However, many barriers limit the 
influence of department chairs: lack of training, teaching load, managerial 
responsibilities, number of staff to supervise, principal perspective of the position’s 
value, and so on.  While it is unlikely district leaders will change their perception of the 
department chair role overnight, there is hope for change.  Department chairs, as a 
collective group, might need to advocate for clarity of role and responsibilities, as well as 
for professional development.  Arredonde et al. (1995) argue that to change the norms of 
practice, “supervisors must be willing to confront the very heart of schooling—the 
teaching and learning process and the culture in which it occurs” (p. 4).  This study 
demonstrates that department chairs are capable of taking on this challenge, as the 
participants’ actions reflect the conviction that ethical caring is the heart of a quality 
school.  No longer can schools neglect the great potential of department chairs to 
cultivate caring school relationships, which nurture intellectual and social growth of 
young people and adults in schools.  Many teachers and students are in desperate need of 
their leadership.  
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Appendix A 
 
Letter Requesting School Access 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I am a doctoral student at Boston University’s School of Education working under the 
supervision of Dr. Philip Tate. I am inquiring about the possibility of conducting research 
for my dissertation in your high school.  
 
As a result of my teaching and department head experience, I have become interested in 
two areas represented minimally in educational research: teacher-student relationships at 
the secondary school level and the department head position. Current research of both 
teacher-student relationships and instructional supervision has revealed their significance 
in improving quality of instruction, student achievement, and school engagement. 
However, more research is needed, especially with a focus on the connection between 
these two areas. Additionally, department heads’ perspectives are underrepresented in 
educational research. This study would provide a significant avenue for department heads 
to add to a growing body of educational research.  
 
I am interested in understanding secondary school department heads’ perspective of the 
teacher-student relationship and of their role in supporting this relationship through their 
work with teachers. The study would require two or three interviews and possibly a day 
of shadowing. These interviews would not last longer than 60 minutes each. The 
interviews would be scheduled to fit within each department head’s schedule and would 
not intrude on their professional responsibilities. These interviews would be recorded and 
transcribed by me. The transcriptions and any field notes would be stored on my 
computer. Besides myself, my dissertation committee would be the only people allowed 
access to the transcripts. Also, each department head would have access to the transcripts 
of his or her interviews along with my analysis. Confidentiality would be taken seriously, 
so names of school and participants would remain anonymous.  
 
Attached to this letter is the informed consent form that each department head would 
receive. It explains the focus of the study, the benefits, risks (there are none), 
confidentiality, and participant expectations. My hope is to find at least three department 
heads to volunteer their time and wisdom. When the dissertation is completed, I will 
provide you with a brief summary of the findings, especially as it relates to the 
implications for professional development of department heads.  
 
I am sincerely grateful for your consideration. Please contact me 
(wheckert@yahoo.com) or Dr. Tate (ptate@bu.edu or 617-353-7102) should you have 
any questions. I look forward to hearing from you. 
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Sincerely, 
 
Wendy Heckert 
Ed.D. candidate, Curriculum and Teaching 
Boston University 
 
I have read the letter and give permission to Wendy Heckert to conduct research at 
____________School. 
 
__________________________                          ____________________ 
Signature       Date 
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Appendix B 
Informed Consent Form 
“The Teacher-Student Relationship:  
Perspectives of the Secondary School Department Head” 
 
Thank you for considering participation in a research study exploring the perspectives of 
department heads in regards to the teacher-student relationship. This form explains the 
purpose of the study and describes your rights and responsibilities as a participant. Please 
read this form and ask any questions that you may have before you agree to participate in 
this study. 
 
The study is being conducted by Wendy Heckert, Doctoral Candidate, Boston University, 
Department of Curriculum and Teaching. 
 
Purpose: 
 
The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of department heads’ 
perspectives on the teacher-student relationship and of their role in supporting this 
relationship through their work with teachers.  
 
Procedures: 
 
If you agree, participation in this study will consist of two (2) or three (3) digitally 
recorded interviews of no more than 60 minutes each, and possibly a day of shadowing. 
During these interviews, you will discuss your perspectives on the teacher-student 
relationship, your role and work as a department head. You will receive the interview 
topics in advance. The interviews will take place over a period of 2-4 months, and will be 
scheduled based on your availability. If you agree to be shadowed, I would record your 
daily activities for an entire school day. The purpose is to understand the context of your 
experiences. 
 
Benefits and Risks: 
 
The perspective of the department head in educational research is severely lacking. Your 
participation in this study will contribute to a growing body of research in the following 
ways: increase and deepen understandings of department heads’ experiences in general, 
their work as instructional supervisors, and the potential for them to shape teacher-
student relationships. This study poses no significant risks to you. In fact, talking about 
your experiences may lead to feelings of empowerment.   
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Confidentiality: 
 
The interviews will be recorded digitally to help me accurately capture your views, in 
your own words. I will keep your identity strictly confidential and anonymous by 
assigning a pseudonym to the transcripts of your interviews. The name of your school 
will also be kept confidential with pseudonym that I assign. I will be the only person to 
listen to the recordings for this study. If you feel uncomfortable with being recorded at 
any time, you may ask that the recorder be turned off.  
 
The records of this study will be kept secure in my home. Members of my dissertation 
committee may read parts of the transcripts in order to support my analysis. You will 
have access to all transcripts of your interviews, my field notes, and my analysis. You 
may change or modify your comments at any time.  
All interviews and field notes will be kept strictly confidential. In any report that may be 
published, although material from the interviews may be quoted or paraphrased, the 
researcher will not include any information that would identify any of the participants.   
 
Voluntary Participation: 
 
Your participation is completely voluntary, and you may decide not to answer any 
question or to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. 
 
Contacts: 
 
If you have any questions at any time, please feel free to contact me by e-mail at 
wheckert@yahoo.com or by phone at 617-957-8918. My research advisor at Boston 
University is Dr. Philip Tate. He may be reached by e-mail at ptate@bu.edu or at his 
office (617-353-7102).   
 
You may obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by calling the 
BU CRC IRB Office at 617-358-6115.  
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Appendix C 
 
Interview Guide 
1. Gather background information 
a. # of years teaching 
b. Classes taught and currently teaching 
c. # of years in position 
d. # of years in this school 
e. Were you a teacher and/or a DH in any other school? 
2. What led you to take the department head position? 
3. What matters to you most in this position?  
4. What do you think students need from teachers to be successful in school? 
5. Talk about your role as department head in supporting these needs. 
6. Tell me about a teacher or teachers in your department who you see as a “model 
teacher.”  What makes him or her a model? 
7. What types of support do you find teachers need from you? Seek from you? 
8. Tell me about a time you felt satisfied or happy with the support you provided a 
teacher. 
9. Tell me about a time you felt frustrated or challenged with the support you 
provided a teacher. 
10. Describe for me experiences with helping teachers  
a. develop a rapport with students 
b. engage students in class 
c. teach a struggling or underachieving student 
d. handle a conflict with a student 
11. What does the term “teacher-student relationship” mean to you? 
12. What does a high-quality relationship between teachers and students look like in 
practice? 
13. Some people argue there is a link between teachers’ relationships with students 
and their instructional practices. What are your thoughts on this? 
14. What does the term “culturally relevant pedagogy” mean to you? 
15. What do you see as your role in supporting teachers’ work with students of 
various cultures, especially cultures different from the teachers? 
16. What does it mean to be a department head? 
17. What would help you be more successful? 
18. What would help you be more successful in helping teachers with their 
relationships with students? 
  
  
92 
Appendix D 
 
Coding Chart, Example 1 
 
 10 year teacher 
 completed first full year (1.5 as DH) 
 teach 3 classes 
 9 teachers 
Leadership Qualities: 
 High-achiever: always interested in administration (received master’s in admin) 
 Listening: “So far, I haven’t had much resistance, and I like to think that I listen  
 Lead by example—leads to mutual respect 
Students come first: 
 “First and foremost, I’m a teacher.” 
 “kids come first” 
Balance Challenge: 
 Challenging 
 Rewarding 
 Time limitations 
Teacher-Student Relationship: 
 “I like to think that I’ve got a pretty good relationship with the kids.” 
 “We work with the kids to make sure their happy.”  
 “I can’t stress enough to teachers and myself that every student needs something 
different. Every student has a different story.” 
 
Caring: 
 “…[W]e need to be tough on the standards, but be caring towards the students. 
And sometimes caring means tough.” 
 “…[E]very day is a battle. And we have to battle. We can’t give in…”  
 “we need to let them [students] know we’re going to be here every day.”—
students depend on teacher to be there 
 
Provide Opportunity: 
 “[W]e have to give every student an opportunity to succeed.” 
 “to have flexibility as educators to find out what’s fair for each student.” 
 
Accountability: 
 “student needs a second chance, but they have to be held accountable.” 
 “So you need to hold them accountable and then push them through the next 
thing.” (DEPT. FOCUS AREA) 
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Admin Role: 
 Focus area: “create policies that are structured enough that we have a foundation, 
but then to realize that every student is different.” 
 “to have flexibility as educators to find out what’s fair for each student.” 
(“Biggest Challenge”) 
 Focus on curricular consistency 
 Admin holds back departmental growth 
 
Teacher Support 
 Support at basic level: clarifying questions 
 Limited PD time 
 Technical/Curricular: 
o  “you want teachers to feel comfortable at the level they’re teaching 
o Ordering supplies: asking teachers what they want/need 
 Sees improvement in teacher communication since taking position 
 “sometimes we have to face it that teachers get tired of pulling things”; “it’s a 
difficult place to work because motivation is so low.” Sustainability 
 “it’s very rewarding even though it’s a frustrating process.” 
 Staff supports each other 
 Mutual respect 
 
Feedback: 
 Student involvement: holding students accountable 
 A lot from private sector—lack teacher training—technical aspects 
Evaluation Tool/Process: 
 Wanted help as teacher but received none 
 Is visible in classrooms “trying to give them feedback more, positive 
reinforcement, some constructive criticism where appropriate, and 
communication 
 New system: questions training on ability to assess students’ social development. 
o “So we’ve got an academic, a social, and a civic expectation, which is 
interesting because I think we’ve always graded the academic. So now 
we’ve got social and civic. Who knows what that’s going to mean in the 
future?” 
o “if they come out with this whole new evaluation system that just tells us 
the same thing anyways. You know, how does that actually make a better 
learning environment?” 
o Issue of fairness 
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Model Teacher Characteristics: 
 “a good teacher, in my eyes, could teach anything.” 
o 2 types: 
 Technical aspects: lesson plan, grade book, warm-up, technology, 
activity, assessment 
 Project focus 
Student Engagement/Motivation: 
 “Motivation is a huge issue.” 
 stress labs and activities: getting students to do  the science—makes it relevant 
o amount of labs vary based on academic level: more for higher level 
 “at the standard level, motivation is a big issue. But as a teacher, you see a huge 
reward…you see the growth.” Sustainability 
School Politics: a lot of views on the role 
 Without position, who does the evaluating? 
o “It’s good to have someone who is teaching…at the same time, now 
you’re being evaluated by a colleague.” 
 
Follow-up question: How do you know when a teacher of a standard level class is 
effective? 
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Appendix E 
Coding Chart, Example 2  
Name:  Warm Demander Type Approach (Behavior Focus): Tough on 
standards, Consistency, and Caring 
What does 
Department Chair 
believe about t-s 
relationships? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* students are unique, have different stories, need opportunities to 
succeed 
--Teachers should be sympathetic towards this to meet their 
needs 
*Teachers: Tough, Consistent, Caring (flexibility within a structured 
toughness) 
*focus is often on academics/instruction & behavior 
management 
* personal is outside of class—but sees it as helpful in re: to 
classroom management 
* Describes it as a fine line/balance 
* Feedback loop b/w dyad 
--work together to create positive learning environment 
* Engagement important, especially since motivation is low (esp. @ 
standard level), but views this as affecting management/behavior realm 
* Relationships cannot be formulized—different for each person 
What do they feel 
is their role in 
supporting this 
relationship? 
* helping teachers build a structured class that allows for some 
flexibility 
* help teachers feel comfortable with teaching level 
* encourage communication among dept. staff and among all 
stakeholders 
     * views himself as a “Bridge” and sees this as critical to his 
effectiveness 
* supporting teachers to avoid burn out or giving up, esp. re: standard 
level classes: Teacher Sustainability 
* observes teachers looking for consistency 
What gets in the 
way or facilitates 
his/her ability to 
support teachers in 
building and 
managing high-
quality 
relationships with 
students? 
Supports: 
* technology facilitates communication 
*strong staff—hiring people himself. 
* Builds relationships with other administrators/staff (Deans, 
Guidance, Principal) 
 
Obstacles: 
* balance challenge b/w own students and staff  
* not a part of team meetings 
* evaluation tool 
*limited PD time  
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Appendix F 
Coding Example 3 
Definition of Teacher-Student Relationship:  
 
 a bond that exists between a teacher and a student that is professional yet caring. 
(1) 
 to make some sort of a connection (1) 
 something where you made an impact and then it keeps going. (1) 
 
 so over time, as you get into a rhythm and you start to get to know your people, I 
think it's like being -- it's very much like being in a classroom. That first day, you 
have to set a tone and, “Here are my guidelines and expectations.” But then as 
you get to know one another, you both test boundaries, whether you're the student 
or the teacher, the teacher or the administrator, but it takes time. (10) 
 
 it exists whether you want it to, whether you have goals in mind of having a good 
student-teacher, a bad-student-teacher, an open relationship…there’s a fine line 
between, you know, being too hard, being too easy, being too friendly, and there’s 
pros and cons and there’s two sides to every---and there’s a fine line between, 
“Can I be sarcastic? Can I, you know--,” and you’ve really got to get feedback 
from the class as well as the class gets feedback from you. (2) 
 I don’t think there are steps. There’s no procedure for what is this relationship 
going to look like. I know what it looks like to me. I know what it looks like for 
other teachers. I’ve seen some that don’t work at all, and it’s—you need to get 
feedback from the student, from the class, and you need to work together to create 
a learning environment that works for both the student and the teacher, I think. (2) 
 
 You really get to know your students. You know, respect, everything’s 
respect…But you know what I think is just as good as respect is? Admiration. 
Admiration for what the other has to offer, the student admires what the teacher 
knows and can teach them, but the teachers have to admire what the students 
have. It has to be mutual respect and admiration…(3) 
 
 It seems like a fairly basic interaction between the teacher and the kid. (4) 
 The better that interaction, the better the relationships, the more easily you 
achieve results. (4) 
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 It’s a magical balancing of trust and respect that goes both ways that engenders 
some sort of useful communication between teacher and student and student and 
teacher. (4) 
 
 I think it is everything. (5) 
 You have to have boundaries, you have to be organized, and you have to be clear 
and communicate well. (5) 
 
 When I think teacher-student relationship, I think that’s kind of what everything is 
based on…treating each student as an individual and not---and some teachers do, 
but not clumping them together in one big group…Really seeing them as 
individual students I think is key to relationships. (6) 
 I really believe in empathy, and I think that’s what helps build positive 
relationships. (6) 
 
 I think a high-quality relationship basically involved trust and a relaxed 
atmosphere where the kids don’t feel threatened. And it’s a fine balance…it’s 
important that the kid can come to you, but on the other hand, they have to know 
that you are the authoritarian and they are the child. (7) 
 
 And it’s hard to learn without the relationship (8) 
 It means knowing your students well enough and deep enough that you know 
what kind of learner they are. And you are able to personalize as much as you 
possibly can the education for them…you can truly differentiate in a real 
way…that’s the reason why you have the relationship. (8) 
 
 I think so much hinges on the relationships…students are more successful when 
they feel like they’re in a safe environment, where they’re valued. (9) 
 The relationships, to me, are everything. I think when you tell a kid that they can 
do something or when you—a kid knows that you care about them, they’ll do 
anything for you. (9) 
 I feel like the tone of the relationship that exists between a teacher and a student 
determines the entire outcome for that student. (9) 
 But when you don’t have a relationship with a kid or you don’t have a 
relationship with the family and you have no idea what of what this kid’s coming 
from, how can you even begin to understand how they’re going to learn, what 
strategies are going to work for the kid? (9) 
 It’s a mutually respectful dialog. (9) 
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Appendix G 
Analytic Memo Example 
Date: September 23. 2013 
Memo Title: Back to Coding Drawing Board 
 
I have decided to take another stab at my coding, but from a different angle. As I 
reviewed a code list I created a few months ago, the codes seemed almost helter-skelter.  
So, I am using 4 categories with the hope of honing them as I review transcripts again. 
The four codes are: 
1. Role Model/Lead by Example 
2. Relational Agency/Efficacy 
3. Relationship Intermediary 
4. Definition of Teacher-Student Relationship  
 
My goal is to use these four categories to get to the depth of my transcripts. I need to read 
and hear the words of my participants in order to accurately mine the data.  What are they 
trying to tell me about teacher-student relationships from their DH perspective and about 
their role in supporting these relationships? I will add on to this memo as I work through 
each transcript.  
 
2:38 PM: Update 
So I have reviewed a couple transcripts, at least my slimmed down version of the 
transcript, looking for quotes that relate to these categories. Along the way I am finding a 
lot of notes about DHs’ perspectives on what makes a teacher high-quality. There are 
many references to teachers caring for students and knowing them beyond a superficial 
level as necessary to supporting their success in school. I am not sure where this goes, but 
it seems like the basics to good teaching. What is interesting is how many DHs believe 
they need to be an example of this.  Some discuss supporting teachers directly in this area 
whereas others mention their struggle in helping teachers see the importance of 
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relationships because they claim it is such a personal activity.  Maybe this goes to what 
they see as limitations—the personal nature of learning how to develop meaningful 
relationships with students. 
 
9/24/13: Update 
Continue to move through my abbreviated transcripts and filter some quotes into these 4 
categories. I feel confident that when I am done, I will have a useful layer to work with.  I 
am finding that the Teacher Agency/Efficacy sometimes intersects with Relationship 
Intermediary.  For example, Kelly helped support teacher-student and teacher-parent 
relationships in a way that gave teachers more control over their situation. I think this is a 
key point! 
 
9/25/13: Update 
As I am reading through again, I notice about 3 different people talk about how being a 
parent makes you see kids differently—more compassion—also can help with parent-
teacher relationship. And 2 people mentioned the concept of choice as a reason for 
relationship success—kids choose the program, parents choose to send their kid to charter 
school. 
 
9/26/13: Update: 
I think I should have another category Knowing Students, because I have come across 
several instance where DHs talk about the importance of teachers knowing students on a 
personal level and discuss their struggle with helping teachers in this area—for a few of 
these DHs knowing students on a personal level is an expectation. 
 
9/30/2013 Update: 
Today, I focused on the Relational Agency/Efficacy Category, which I am now calling 
Relational Efficacy. I took all the quotes and matched them up to form several sub-
categories:  
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1. Self-Efficacy: Focuses on the DH’s perception of his/her ability to impact teacher’s 
relationships with students. 3 codes were identified: lack of how, effects of approach, 
personal connection with kids 
2. Other-Efficacy: This focuses on DH’s view of Teacher’s ability to develop positive 
relationships with students. The main code is: innate ability. 
3. Social Support: This is where DHs discuss how they “support” teachers; provide 
stability in order for teachers to focus on their teaching (teacher self-efficacy). 
 
Interestingly, I looked up the term “Relational Efficacy” and I was led to Lent and Lopez 
(2002) who wrote an article Cognitive Ties that Bind: A Tripartite View of Efficacy 
Beliefs in Growth-Promoting Relationships. I am working through this article now, and 
believe it will help me to understand the data I am currently analyzing. Below are some 
of my notes/thoughts as I read through the article: 
* “individuals develop beliefs about the efficacy of other persons in interpersonal 
contexts, and these beliefs can influence whether they respond to others in supportive or 
discouraging ways.” (p. 261). 
* Other-Efficacy—the DHs’ view of the teacher’s efficacy at relationship management 
affects their approach to intervention and support. On the other hand, the teacher’s 
appraisal of the DH’s ability to help them, affects their working relationship (being open 
to feedback). In some sense, DHs indicate an awareness of this Other-Efficacy when it 
comes to teachers viewing them as helpful/supportive, but not necessarily vice versa. 
 
10/1/2013 Update: 
Looking though the data again here is my thinking: 
Department heads expressed some contradicting perspectives. First, they expressed a 
lack of efficacy toward changing teachers’ relationship management skills, specifically 
with teachers who demonstrate an unwillingness to change. Several department heads 
shared the perspective that such qualities as connecting with students is related to teacher 
personality and can only be changed superficially, if at all.  However, most of them 
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discussed five significant ways they support teachers’ successful work with students: 
giving feedback, leading by example (modeling sought out behavior), providing 
stability, encouraging teachers’ sense of efficacy, and acting as a relationship 
intermediary. 
  
  
102 
Bibliography 
Adduci, L. L., Woods-Houston, M. A., & Webb, A. W. (1990). The department chair:  
Role ambiguity and role strain. Philadelphia, PA: Research for Better Schools,  
Inc. Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED321398 
 
Arredondo, D. E., Brody, J. L., Zimmerman, D. P., & Moffett, C .A. (1995). Pushing the  
envelope in supervision. Educational Leadership, 53(3), 74–78. 
 
Aultman, L. P., Williams-Johnson, M. R., & Schutz, P. A. (2009). Boundary dilemmas in  
teacher-student relationships: Struggling with "the line". Teaching and Teacher 
Education, 25, 636–646. 
 
Baker, J. A. (1999). Teacher-student interactions in urban at-risk classrooms: Differential  
behavior, relationship quality, and student satisfaction with school. The 
Elementary School Journal, 100(1), 57–70. 
 
Berube, B., & Dexter, R. (2006). Supervision, evaluation and NCLB: Maintaining a most  
highly qualified staff. Catalyst for Change, 34(2), 11–17. 
 
Bingham, C., & Sidorkin, A. M. (Eds.). (2004/2010). No education without relation. New  
York: Peter Lang. 
 
Blumberg, A. (1974). Supervisors and teachers: A private cold war. Berkley, CA:  
McCrutchan. 
 
Blumberg, A., & Jonas, S. (1987). Permitting access: The teacher’s control over  
supervision. Educational Leadership, 44(8), 58–62. 
 
Brophy, J.E., & Good, T.L. (1974). Teacher-student relationships: Causes and  
consequences. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 
 
Bryk, A.S., & Schneider, B. (2002). Trust in schools: A core resource for improvement.  
New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
 
Callahan, M. (1971). The effective school department head. New York: Parker. 
 
Coldren, A. F., & Spillane, J. P. (2007). Making connections to teaching practice: The  
role of boundary practices in instructional leadership. Educational Policy, 21(2), 
369–396. 
 
Connelly, F.M., Clandinin, D. J., & He, M. F. (1997). Teachers’ personal practical  
knowledge on the professional knowledge landscape. Teaching and Teacher  
Education, 13(7), 665–667. 
  
103 
Daniels, E. & Arapostathis, M. (2005). What do they really want? Student voices and  
motivation research. Urban Education, 40(1), 34–59. doi: 
10.1177/0042085904270421  
 
Davis, H. A. (2006). Exploring the contexts of relationship quality between middle  
school students and teachers. The Elementary School Journal, 106(3), 193–223. 
 
DeAngelis, K. (2013). The characteristics of high school department chairs: a national  
perspective.  The High School Journal, Winter, 107–122. 
 
DeRoche, E. F., Kujawa, E., & Hunsaker, J. S. (1988). Department chairs: A school's  
untapped resource. The High School Journal, 71(3), 135–137. 
 
Donnell, K. (2007). Getting to we: Developing a transformative urban teaching practice. 
Urban Education, 42, 223–249. 
 
Ennis, C. & McCauley, M. T. (2002). Creating urban classroom communities worthy of 
trust. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 34(2), 149–172. 
 
Feeney, E. J. (2009). Taking a look at a school's leadership capacity: The role and  
function of the high school department chairs. Clearing House, 85(5), 212–218. 
 
Ferreira, M. M. & Bosworth, K. (2001). Defining caring teachers: Adolescents’ 
perspectives. Journal of Classroom Interaction, 36(1), 24–30. 
 
Freiberg, H. J. & Lamb, S. M. (2009). Dimensions of person-centered classroom 
management. Theory Into Practice, 48(2), 99–105. 
 
Freire, P. (1994). Pedagogy of the oppressed. New York: Continuum. 
 
Garman, N. B. (1982). The clinical approach to supervision. In T.J. Sergiovanni  
(Ed.), Supervision of teaching (pp. 35–52). Alexandria, VA: Association of 
Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
 
Garman, N. B. (1986). Reflection, the heart of clinical supervision: A modern rationale  
For professional practice. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 2(1), 1–24. 
 
Garubo, R., & Rothstein, S. W. (1998). Supportive supervision in schools. Westport, CT:  
Greenwood Press. 
 
Glesne C. (1999). Becoming qualitative researchers: An introduction. (2nd ed.). New  
York: Addison Wesley Longman. 
 
 
  
104 
Glickman, C. D. (2002). Leadership for learning: How to help teachers succeed.  
Alexandria, VA: Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
 
Goldstein, L. S. (1999). The relational zone: The role of caring relationships in the co- 
construction of mind. American Educational Research Journal, 36(3), 647–673. 
 
Gordon, S. P. (2008). Dialogic reflective inquiry: Integrative function of instructional  
supervision. Catalyst for Change, 35(2), 4–11. 
 
Greene, M. (1991). The question of personal reality. In A. Liebermann and L. Miller  
(Eds.), Staff development for education in the 90's: New demands, new realities, 
new perspectives (pp. 3–14). New York, NY: Teachers College Press 
 
Gregory, A., & Ripski, M. B. (2008) Adolescent trust in teachers: Implications for  
behavior in the high school classroom School Psychology Review, 17(3), 337–
353. 
 
Hargreave, A. (1998). The emotional politics of teaching and teacher development: with  
implications for educational leadership. International Journal of Leadership  
Education 1(4), 315–336. doi:10,1080/1360312980010401 
 
Hargreaves, A. (2000). Mixed emotions: Teachers’ perceptions of their interactions with  
students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16, 811–826. 
 
Hollingsworth, S., Dybdahl, M., & Minarik, L. T. (1993). By chart and chance and  
passion: The importance of relational knowing in learning to teach. Curriculum 
Inquiry, 23(1), 5–35. 
 
Hord, S. M., & Murphy, S. C. (1985, April). The high school department head: Powerful  
or powerless in guiding change? Presented at the annual meeting of American  
Educational Research Association (pp. 31–72). Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED271806 
 
Howard, T. C. (2001). Telling their side of the story: African-American students’ 
perspectives of culturally relevant teaching. The Urban Review, 33(2), 131–149. 
 
Jackson, R. (2013). Never underestimate your teachers: Instructional leadership for 
excellence in every classroom. Alexandria, VA: Association of Supervision and 
Curriculum Development. 
 
Kitchen, J. (2009). Relational teacher development: Growing collaboratively in a hoping 
relationship. Teacher Education Quarterly, 36(2), 45–62. 
 
  
105 
Knight, J. (2009). What can we do about teacher resistance? Phi Delta Kappan, 90(7), 
508–513. 
 
Kruskamp, W. H. (2003). Instructional supervision and the role of high school 
department chairs (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations 
and Theses database. (Document ID: 764822981) 
 
Ladson-Billings, G. (1994). The dreamkeepers: Successful teachers of African American 
children. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Lieberman, A., & Miller, L. (1991). Revisiting the social realities of teaching. In A. 
Liebermann and L. Miller (Eds.), Staff development for education in the 90's: 
New demands, new realities, new perspectives (pp. 3–14). New York, NY: 
Teachers College Press 
 
Lortie, D. C. (1975). Schoolteacher. Chicago, IL: The University of Chicago Press. 
 
Lyons, N. (1990). Dilemmas of knowing: Ethical and epistemological dimensions of  
teachers’ work and development. Harvard Educational Review, 60(2), 159–180. 
 
Marland, M. (1971). Head of department. Oxford: Heinemann Educational Books. 
 
Marshall, K. (2005). It’s time to rethink teacher supervision and evaluation. Phi Delta  
Kappan, 86(10), 727–735. 
 
Mawhinney, T. S., & Sagan, L. L. (2007). The power of personal relationships. Phi Delta  
Kappan, 88(6), 460–464. 
 
Maxwell, J. A. (1996). Qualitative research design: An interactive approach (Vol. 41).  
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications. 
 
Mayers, R. S. (2001). A case study: Change, block scheduling, and the work of the high  
school department chair. (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). University of 
Georgia. 
 
Mayers, R. S., & Zepeda, S. J. (2002). High school department chairs: Role ambiguity  
and conflict during change. NASSP Bulletin, 86(632), 49–64. 
 
McBride, M., & Skau, K.G. (1995). Trust, empowerment, and reflection: Essentials of  
supervision. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 10(3), 262–277. 
 
Meadows, E. (2007). Transformative learning through open listening: A professional  
development experience with urban high school teachers. Learning Inquiry, 1(2), 
115–123.  
  
106 
Merriam, S. B. (2009). Qualitative research: A guide to design and implementation. San  
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Mosher, R. L., & Purpel, D. E. (1972). Supervision: The reluctant profession. Boston,  
MA: Houghton Mifflin. 
 
Muller, C., Katz, S. R., & Dance, L. J. (1999). Investing in teaching and learning:  
Dynamics of the teacher-student relationship form each actor's perspective. Urban 
Education, 34, 292–337. 
 
Murray, C. & Malmgren, K. (2005). Implementing a teacher-student relationship  
program in a high-poverty urban school: Effects on social, emotional, and 
academic adjustment and lessons learned. Journal of School Psychology, 43, 137–
152. 
 
Newberry, M. & Davis, H. A. (2008). The role of elementary teachers’ conceptions of  
closeness to students on their differential behavior in the classroom. Teaching and 
Teacher Education, 24, 1965–1985. 
 
Newberry, M. (2010). Identified phases in the building and maintaining of positive  
teacher-student relationships. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26, 1695–1703. 
 
Nieto, S. (2000). Affirming diversity: The sociopolitical context of multicultural  
education. (3rd ed.). New York: Longman. 
 
Noddings, N. (2003). Caring: A feminine approach to ethics and moral education.  
(2nd ed.). Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. 
 
Noddings, N. (2005). The challenge to care in schools: An alternative approach to  
education. (2nd ed.). New York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Noddings, N. (2010). Complexity in caring and empathy. Abstracta, Special Issue V, 6–
12. Retrieved from 
http://abstracta.oa.hhu.de/index.php/abstracta/article/view/157/141 
 
Oja, S. N. (1991). Insights on Staff Development. In A. Liebermann and L. Miller  
(Eds.), Staff development for education in the 90's: New demands, new realities, 
new perspectives (pp. 3–14). New York: Teachers College Press. 
 
Oberg, A. A. (1989). Supervision as a creative act. Journal of Curriculum and  
Supervision, 5(1), 60–69. 
 
Pajak, E. (2002). Clinical supervision and psychological functions: A new direction for  
and practice. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 17(3), 189–205. 
  
107 
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Thousand  
Oaks: Sage Publications. 
 
Peacock, J. S. (2014). Science instructional leadership: The role of the department chair.  
Science Educator, 23(1), 36–46. 
 
Pellicer, L. O., & Stevenson, K. (1983). The department chairperson: Under-used and  
much abused. The High School Journal, 66(3), 196–199. 
 
Pianta, R. C. (1999). Enhancing relationships between children and teachers.  
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 
 
Ponticelli, J. A., & Zepeda, S. J. (2004). Confronting well-learned lessons in supervision  
and evaluation. NASSP Bulletin, 88(639), 43–59. 
 
Pomeroy, E. (1999). The teacher-student relationship in secondary school: Insights from  
excluded students. British Journal of Sociology of Education, 20(4), 465–482. 
 
Poole, W. (1994). Removing the “super” from supervision. Journal of Curriculum and 
Supervision, 9, 284–309. 
 
Raider-Roth, M. B. (2005a). Trusting what you know: Negotiating the relational context 
of classroom life. Teachers College Record, 107(4), 587–628. 
 
Raider-Roth, M. B. (2005b). Trusting what you know: The high stakes of classroom 
relationships. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Regan, H. B., & Brooks, G. W. (1995). Out of women’s experience: Creating relational 
leadership. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin. 
 
Reichert, M., & Hawley, R. (2010). Reaching boys, teaching boys: Strategies that work—
and why. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Riley, P. (2009). An adult attachment perspective on the student-teacher relationship and 
classroom management difficulties. Teaching and Teacher Education, 25, 626–
635. 
 
Rodriguez, L. F. (2008). Struggling to recognize their existence: Examining student-adult 
relationships in the urban high school context. Urban Review, 40, 436–453. 
 
Romano, R. M. (2004/2010). Reading relations. In Bingham, C. & Sidorkin, A. M.  
(Eds.), No education without relation (pp. 153–163). New York: Peter Lang. 
 
 
  
108 
Schlechty, P. C., & Atwood, H. E. (2001). The student-teacher relationship. Theory Into  
Practice, 16(4), 285–289. 
 
Schussler, D. L. (2009). Beyond content: How teachers manage classrooms to facilitate  
intellectual engagement for disengaged youth. Theory Into Practice, 48(2), 114– 
121. 
 
Sergiovanni, T. J., & Starratt, R. J. (1993). Supervision: A redefinition. New York:  
McGraw-Hill. 
 
Sergiovanni, T. J. (1984/1977). Handbook for effective department leadership. Boston,  
MA: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Sidorkin, A. M. (2002). Learning relations: Impure education, deschooled schools, &  
dialogue with evil. New York: Peter Lang. 
 
Siskin, L. S. (1991). Departments as different worlds: Subject subcultures in secondary  
schools. Educational Administration Quarterly, 27(2), 134–160.  Retrieved from 
https://nyu.academia.edu/LeslieSiskin 
 
Schmidt, M. (2000). Role theory, emotions, and identity in the department headship of  
secondary schooling. Teaching and Teacher Education, 16, 827–842.   
 
Smyth, W. J. (1984). Toward a "critical consciousness" in the instructional supervision of  
experienced teachers. Curriculum Inquiry, 14(4), 425–436. 
 
Snow–Gerono, J. L. (2008). Locating supervision—A reflective framework for  
negotiating tensions within conceptual and procedural foci for teacher 
development. Teaching and Teacher Education, 24, 1502–1515. doi: 
10.1016/j.tate.2008.02.002 
 
Stipek, D. (2006). Relationships matter. Educational Leadership, 64(1), 46–49. 
 
Tate, P. M. (2006). Academic and relational responsibilities of teaching. The Journal of  
Education, 187(3), 1–20. 
 
Tharp, R. G., Estrada, P., Dalton, S., & Yamauchi, L. A. (2000). Teaching transformed:  
Achieving excellence, fairness, inclusion, and harmony. Boulder, CO: Westview  
Press. 
 
Valverde, L. A. (1982). The self-evolving supervisor. In T.J. Sergiovanni  
(Ed.), Supervision of teaching (pp. 81–89). Alexandria, VA: Association of 
Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
 
  
109 
Van Manen, M. (1991). The tact of teaching: The meaning of pedagogical  
thoughtfulness. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press. 
 
Verchota, J. W. (1971). The department chair: Manager or specialist. The High School  
Journal, 55(3), 128–132. 
 
Wanzare, Z., & da Costa, J. L. (2000). Supervision and staff development: Overview of  
the literature. NASSP Bulletin, 84(618), 47–54. 
 
Weaver, F., & Gordon, J. (1979). Staff development needs of department heads.  
 Educational Leadership, 36(8), 578–580. 
 
Webb, K., & Blond, J. (1995). Teacher knowledge: The relationship between caring and 
knowing. Teaching and Teacher Education, 11 (6), 611–625. 
 
Weller, L. D. (2001). Department heads: the most underutilized leadership position. 
NASSP Bulletin, 85(625), 73–81. 
 
Wettersten, J. A. (1992). High school department chairs as instructional leaders: Four  
case studies. Paper presented as the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, San Francisco, CA. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED353207 
 
Wright, N. (2002). Stories from the inside: A narrative analysis investigating the  
professional lives of three New Zealand secondary schools heads of English 
departments (Doctoral thesis, The University of Waikato, Waikato, New 
Zealand).  
 
Yusko, B. P (2004). Caring communities as tools for learner-centered supervision.  
Teacher Education Quarterly, 31(3), 53–72. 
 
Zembylas, M. (2007). Emotional ecology: The intersection of emotional knowledge and  
pedagogical content knowledge in teaching. Teaching and Teacher Education, 
23(4), 355–367. 
 
Zepeda, S. J. (2007). Instructional supervision: Applying tools and concepts (2nd ed.).  
Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education. 
 
Zepeda, S. J., & Kruskamp, B. (2007). High school department chairs—Perspectives on  
instructional supervision. The High School Journal, 90(4), 44–54. 
 
  
110 
CURRICULUM VITAE  
Wendy Grace Heckert 
Education  
 
September 2008 – May 2015 Boston University 
Doctor of Education, Curriculum and Teaching 
 Dissertation title: “How Department Chairs Support Teacher-Student Relationships” 
 Research Interests: instructional supervision, professional development, teacher 
education, school relationships, leadership development, evaluation and assessment. 
 
January 1998 – December 1999 University of Massachusetts Boston 
Master of Education (4.0 G.P.A.) 
August 1992 – May 1997 Michigan State University 
Bachelor of Arts in English 
 Completed Secondary Education program with the exception of student teaching. 
 
Honors 
 
May 2010 – Present 
 Pi Lambda Theta 
 
Licensure/Certification 
 
 Professional Massachusetts Licensure for English, 9-12        
 Initial Massachusetts Licensure for Supervisor/Director of English, 9-12 
 
Employment 
June 2014–present                            TNTP                                         Mamaroneck, NY 
Lead Virtual Coach 
 Lead two virtual coaching projects (teacher coaching and principal coaching) and 
manage coaches and a videographer. 
 Coach school based leadership teams around assessing teaching practice and 
providing effective feedback. 
 Share timely, relevant and actionable feedback with virtual coaches, teachers, and 
school leaders.  
 Develop and facilitate ongoing training of coaches based on the needs of the project. 
 Build relationships and investment, develop and facilitate professional development, 
analyze and present data for school and/or district.  
 
  
111 
June 2013 – June 2014 
Virtual Coach                                   TNTP  Mamaroneck, NY 
 Reviewed online teacher videos and assess classroom practice by providing high 
quality, actionable feedback that result in teacher performance. 
 Normed on at least two rubrics (school district’s and TNTP Core). 
 Conducted phone and email debriefs with teachers. 
 Participated in conference calls, on-going training and norming sessions. 
 Participated in pilot principal coaching project to support principal’s application of 
district’s evaluation rubric. 
 
January 2011 – May 2011                  Boston University Boston, MA 
Head Teaching Fellow, School of Education 
 Provided guidance and resources to four Teaching Fellows assisting professor of 
Introduction to Education course. 
 
September 2009 – May 2011              Boston University Boston, MA 
Teaching Fellow, School of Education     
 Planned and executed lessons for section (14-16 students) of undergraduate course, 
Introduction to Education (SED ED100). 
 Supervised the same section of students in an elementary school once a week. 
 Conferred with principal and teachers to maximize students’ experience. 
 Evaluated and provided feedback on students’ papers, weekly journals, and field 
work. 
 Met weekly with head professor to discuss course and student progress. 
 
August 2005 – June 2008                    Brockton Public Schools Brockton, MA 
Head of English Department, Brockton High School 
 Supervised 47 teachers and 2 paraprofessionals. 
 Conducted teacher evaluations totaling 80-90 per year. 
 Counseled teachers and students. 
 Taught 1/3 of regular teaching schedule. 
 Reviewed and commented on teachers’ weekly lesson plans. 
 Collected and analyzed student work from each teacher several times a year. 
 Provided after school professional development workshops at least once a month. 
 Revised department’s curriculum annually.  
 Chaired department’s steering committee. 
 Interviewed new teachers for open positions.                            
 Oversaw three computer labs and all technology used in the department. 
 Supervised co-taught classes with Special Education Department Head. 
 Supervised Freshman Academy Program with Math Department Head.  
 Served on Restructuring Committee and PIMS (Performance Improvement Mapping 
System) Committee. 
  
112 
 Co-presented at Region 4 Education Solutions Conference in Houston, TX—Keeping 
Kids in School: Focus on High School. Discussed ways to make professional 
development successful. 
 Developed and taught blended course The English Classroom: A Multi-Genre 
Approach to the Literature Unit using Grant Wiggins’ “backward design.” 
 
January 2004 – June 2005                 Brockton Public Schools Brockton, MA 
Instructional Resource Specialist, English Department, Brockton High School 
 Mentored teachers, in particular new teachers, on a regular basis. 
 Conducted non-evaluative observations. 
 Conducted model lessons.  
 Taught 1/3 teaching schedule. 
 Organized administration of MCAS Retest and Spring MCAS to over 700 students. 
 Organized and ran high school portion of the New Teacher Orientation. 
 Assisted Department Head in developing and presenting after school workshops. 
 Created and delivered in-service on active reading to entire school. 
 Served on department’s Steering Committee. 
 Served on school’s Restructuring Committee. 
 Completed training course, “Observing and Analyzing Teaching I” by Jon Saphier. 
 
September 2000 – January 2008       Brockton Public Schools Brockton, MA 
English Teacher, Brockton High School 
 Taught all levels. 
 Served on school’s Restructuring Committee. 
 Served on districts Interdisciplinary Literacy Team. 
 Created and edited annually the New Teacher Survival Guide, a detailed resource book for new 
Brockton teachers at the high school, junior high and elementary levels. 
 
 
